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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
[Notice  No.  80-17] 

Final  Policy  and  Proposed  Guidelines 
on  Citizen  Participation  in  Local 
Transportation  Planning 

agency:  Office  of  the  Secretary.  DOT. 
actions:  Notice  of  Final  Policy  and 
Request  for  Public  Comment  on 
Proposed  Guidelines. 


summary:  With  this  notice,  DOT  issues 
a  Policy  Statement  on  Citizen 
Participation  in  Local  Transportation 
Planning,  as  well  as  Proposed 
Guidelines  on  that  subject.  The  first 
three  sections  of  this  notice  describe 
events  leading  up  to  this  document, 
analyze  the  public  comments  received, 
and  summarize  the  Department’s 
decisions  and  actions.  The  final  three 
sections  present  the  Policy  Statement 
and  the  Proposed  Guidelines  on  Citizen 
Participation  in  Local  Transportation 
Planning,  as  well  as  Appendixes  which 
list  DOT  requirements  for  citizen 
participation.  The  Policy  Statement 
clarifies  and  strengthens  DOT’S  existing 
position  of  encouraging  citizen 
participation  in  transportation  planning. 
The  Proposed  Guidelines  would  support 
and  amplify  the  Policy  Statement  by 
identifying  and  explaining  key  elements 
of  active  citizen  participation;  all 
concerned  segments  of  the  public  are 
invited  and  urged  to  comment  on  these 
Proposed  Guidelines.  The  Policy 
Statement  will  apply  to  all  DOT 
requirements  for  citizen  participation  in 
the  local  transportation  planning 
process.  The  Proposed  Guidelines  would 
also  apply  to  the  same  requirements. 
These  requirements  are  listed  in  the 
Appendixes.  Appendix  A  lists  Federal- 
aid  progams;  these  are  programs  whose 
laws  and  regulations  require  State  and 
local  agencies  using  DOT  funds  to 
provide  for  public  involvement  in 
transportation  planning  and  project 
development.  Appendix  A  also  includes 
brief  explanations  of  how  Federal-aid 
programs  are  administered  in  various 
DOT  operating  administrations. 
Appendix  B  lists  other  DOT 
requirements  for  citizen  participation. 

dates:  The  Policy  Statement  takes 
effect  October  30, 1980.  Comments  on 
the  Proposed  Guidelines  should  be 
received  on  or  before  December  29, 

1980;  to  the  extent  possible,  comments 
will  be  accepted  and  considered  after 
this  deadline. 

ADDRESS:  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation,  Office  of  Consumer 


Liaison  (1-50),  Proposed  Guidelines  File, 
Room  9402,  400  Seventh  Street,  S.W„ 
Washington,  D.C.  20590.  All  comments 
received  on  the  Proposed  Guidelines 
will  be  available  for  public  inspection  at 
the  above  address,  from  8:15  a.m.  to  5:45 
p.m.,  on  Mondays  through  Fridays.  The 
receipt  of  each  comment  received  will 
be  acknowledged  in  writing,  and  all 
commenters  will  be  sent  the  final 
guidelines  after  these  have  been 
published  in  the  Federal  Register. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT. 

For  general  information  about  this 
notice,  contact  Lee  L.  Gray,  Coordinator 
for  Citizen  Participation,  Office  of 
Consumer  Liaison,  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation,  400  Seventh  Street, 

S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590;  (202)  426- 
4520.  For  specific  information  about  the 
substance  of  DOT  operating 
administrations'  requirements  for  citizen 
participation,  refer  to  the  operating 
administration's  contacts  listed  in 
Appendix  A  and  Appendix  B  of  this 
notice. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This 
notice  was  preceded  by  an  Advance 
Notice  of  Proposed  Policy  (ANPP)  on 
this  subject,  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  August  9, 1979  (44  FR  46971). 
The  ANPP  announced  that  DOT  planned 
to  develop  an  overall  policy  statement 
on  citizen  participation  in  transportation 
planning,  and  requested  public 
comment.  In  addition  to  circulating  the 
ANPP  widely,  DOT  staff  conducted  in- 
depth  interviews  in  various  areas  of  the 
country.  A  discussion  of  written 
comments  and  interviews  is  provided  in 
Section  (2)  below.  Both  the  Policy 
Statement  and  the  Proposed  Guidelines 
reflect  the  experiences,  opinions,  and 
concepts  expressed  in  the  written 
comments  and  the  interviews. 
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(1)  Background 

The  need  to  clarify  DOT'S  position  on 
citizen  participation  in  local 
transportation  planning  became 
apparent  at  a  DOT  conference  on 
Transportation  and  the  Consumer  held 
in  Washington,  D.C.,  in  May  1979. 

During  informal  discussion  sessions, 
citizen  conferees  drafted 
recommendations  which  centered  on 
requests  for  DOT  to  expand  and 
improve  opportunities  for  citizens  to 
participate  in  local  transportation 
planning.  While  the  Department's 
position  was  to  encourage  effective 
citizen  participation  in  the  planning 
process,  DOT  had  never  issued  a 
comprehensive  policy  statement  which 
applied  to  all  operating  administrations 
in  the  Department  and  addressed 
specific  aspects  of  how  citizens  should 
be  involved  when  communities  make 
transportation  decisions.  The 
Department  agreed  that  such  a 
statement  was  necessary. 

In  June  1979,  the  Department  set  up 
the  DOT  Work  Group  on  Citizen 
Participation,  charged  with  developing 
recommendations  lo  the  Secretary 
concerning  DOT  policy  on  citizen 
participation  in  local  transportation 
planning.  All  appropriate  elements 
within  DOT  were  represented  on  the 
Work  Group.  As  a  first  step,  the  group 
developed  an  Advance  Notice  of 
Proposed  Policy  (ANPP)  which  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
August  9, 1979  (44  FR  46971).  The  public 
was  asked  to  comment,  in  particular,  on 
five  aspects  of  citizen  involvement  in 
transportation  planning: 

1.  What  opportunities  do  citizens  in 
your  area  have  to  become  involved  in 
transportation  planning?  Are  they 
adequate?  How  can  they  be  improved? 

2.  How  are  citizens  informed  about 
transportation  systems  and  facilities 
that  are  being  planned  in  your  area?  Is 
this  process  adequate?  How  can  it  be 
improved? 

3.  What  resources  are  provided  to 
facilitate  citizen  participation  in  your 
area?  Are  they  adequate?  How  can  they 
be  improved? 

4.  What  methods  are  used  to 
recognize  and  incorporate  citizens' 
views  into  your  area's  decisionmaking 
process?  How  can  these  methods  be 
improved? 

5.  What  should  be  the  DOT  role  in 
fostering  public  participation  at  the 
State  and  local  levels? 

An  extensive  outreach  plan  was 
developed  for  stimulating  comments  on 
the  ANPP.  Working  with  the 
Department's  Office  of  Consumer 
Liaison,  the  Work  Group  identified  the 
affected  segments  of  the  public  as  the 
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following;  individual  citizens  and 
representatives  of  national.  State,  and 
local  citizens’  organizations  concerned 
with  transportation  issues;  groups 
dealing  with  environmental  issues,  with 
needs  of  the  handicapped,  and  with 
minorities’  concerns:"officials  and  staffs 
of  State  transportation  agencies.  State 
and  local  government  officials,  regional 
and  local  planning  agencies,  transit 
operators;  agencies  serving  minorities 
and  low-income  citizens;  and  officials 
and  staffs  of  DOT  headquarters  and 
field  offices.  A  total  of  18,000  persons  in 
these  categories  receiving  a  mailing 
about  the  ANPP  which  was  also 
publicized  through  a  news  release, 
personal  phone  calls  and  letters, 
meetings,  conferences,  and  newsletters 
of  citizens’  groups.  In  addition,  the  Work 
Group  organized  field  trips  to  20  cities  in 
order  to  interview  people  representing 
the  concerned  segments  of  the  public 
already  identified;  193  people  were 
interviewed. 

After  analyzing  the  390  written 
comments  received  and  the  193 
interview  reports,  the  Work  Group 
identified  the  issues  of  concern  to  the 
affected  segments  of  the  public;  these 
are  described  and  discussed  in  Section 
(2)  below.  The  Work  Group  examined  a 
broad  range  of  options  available  to  the 
Department  on  each  issue;  draft 
recommendations  for  Departmental 
review  were  developed  and  were 
discussed  with  officials  throughout 
DOT.  During  this  process  of  developing 
and  discussing  options  and 
recommendations,  an  emphasis  was 
placed  on  giving  consideration  to  the 
concerns  and  opinions  of  the  various 
persons  who  had  commented  and  been 
interviewed  during  the  ANPP  process. 

The  Work  Group’s  final 
recommendations  to  the  Secretary 
represent  a  comprehensive  position  on 
citizen  participation  in  local  planning 
that  is  accepted  by  ail  elements  of  the 
Department.  This  comprehensive 
position  includes  a  DOT  Policy 
Statement,  Proposed  DOT  Guidelines, 
and  supportive  actions  by  the 
Department  and  its  operating 
administrations.  These  supportive 
actions  are  described  in  Section  (3) 
below. 

(2)  Summary  of  Public  Comments 

DOT  received  390  written  comments 
and  interviewed  193  people  in  20  cities 
on  its  Advance  Notice  of  Proposed 
Policy  on  Citizen  Participation  in  Local 
Transportation  Planning.  These 
commenters  represented  45  States  and 
included  a  wide  range  of  government 
and  community  perspectives.  The 
breakdown  of  commenters  is  as  follows: 


Individuals  and  citizen  group  representatives .  285 

Agencies  representing  elderly  and  low  income  individ¬ 
uals .  31 

State  and  local  offk  lals  212 

Federal  officials .  _  32 

Miscellaneous  (e  g.,  consultants,  professors) .  23 

Total .  583 


Commenters  described  many  local 
situations  and  programs  which  are  too 
numerous  to  summarize  here.  However, 
DOT  did  examine  these  specific 
descriptions  to  determine  what 
implications  they  might  have  in  terms  of 
a  DOT  policy  on  citizen  participation. 
This  section  summarizes  the  public 
comments  received;  it  does  not  itemize 
each  individual  comment.  This  section  is 
divided  into  four  parts:  How  Citizens 
Participate:  DOT  Role  in  Transportation 
Planning:  Education,  Training,  and 
Outreach;  and  Funding  for  Citizen 
Participation. 

How  Citizens  Participate 

As  a  whole,  individuals  and  citizen 
group  representatives  were  not  satisfied 
with  citizen  participation  opportunities 
in  their  communities  or  States.  Their 
major  problems  revolved  around  not 
being  involved  early  enough  in  the 
process  to  influence  decisions, 
inadequate  information  efforts, 
ineffective  use  of  advisory  groups,  lack 
of  citizen  representation  on 
transportation  committees  and  transit 
boarcls,  and  the  perception  that  their 
comments  were  not  taken  seriously  or 
used  in  the  decisionmaking  process. 

On  the  other  hand,  most  State  and 
local  transportation  officials  and 
metropolitan  planning  organization 
representatives  stated  that  their  citizen 
participation  processes  were  adequate. 
However,  a  few  indicated  that  their 
information  efforts  could  be  improved. 
Many  government  representatives 
mentioned  public  apathy  and  the 
dominance  of  special  interest  citizen 
groups  in  local  proceedings  as  problems. 

State  and  local  officials  described 
their  local  citizen  participation  programs 
indepth.  Because  they  opposed  any 
effort  to  establish  new  citizen 
participation  rules,  they  offered  only 
general  suggestions  for  reform  within 
the  context  of  existing  policies  and 
regulations.  However,  a  few  officials 
suggested  the  need  for  a  precise 
definition  of  citizen  participation  and  a 
statement  of  DOT’S  objectives.  (Both  are 
provided  in  DOT’S  policy  statement  and 
proposed  guidelines.) 

Individuals  and  citizen  group 
respondents  described  specific  citizen 
participation  problems  and  offered 
numerous  suggestions  which  follow: 


Notification 

Comments:  Citizens  mentioned  the 
selective  notification  of  individuals  as  a 
problem.  They  described  situations  in 
which  only  business  representatives 
were  invited  to  participate  at  public 
hearings  or  only  people  on  the  primary 
proposed  corridor  were  notified  instead 
of  residents  of  all  alternative  corridors 
under  consideration.  Citizens  believed 
that  there  was  insufficient  use  of  the 
media.  They  did  not  blame  the  situation 
entirely  on  local  officials  but  placed  a 
portion  of  the  blame  on  the  media  itself 
for  not  carrying  items  about 
transportation  issues.  Citizens  also 
mentioned  problems  in  the  timing  of 
information  and  participation  efforts 
with  some  information  being 
disseminated  after  plans  were 
formulated.  Most  recommendations  in 
this  area  concentrated  on  using  the 
media  more  effectively,  notifying 
individuals  directly,  and  using  available 
network  and  distribution  channels.  A 
few  local  officials  acknowledged  that 
they  must  provide  for  better  and  wider 
outreach  efforts  to  notify  citizens  of 
pending  proposals  and  actions. 

Response:  Nearly  all  of  the  specific 
suggestions  by  respondents  are  included 
in  DOT’S  proposed  guidelines. 

Access 

Comments:  Several  individuals 
claimed  that  they  lacked  access  to 
information  necessary  for  them  to  form 
opinions  and  respond  to  planning 
efforts.  A  few  individuals  believed  that 
planning  documents  were  too  expensive 
for  citizens  and  should  be  provided  free 
or  at  nominal  cost.  Certain  people  stated 
that  information  on  draft  environmental 
impact  statements  was  withheld  and 
that  citizens  were  made  to  feel  guilty 
about  going  to  highway  departments  to 
look  at  plans.  One  citizen  complained 
that  in  her  state  no  technical 
information  is  available  until  it  is  part  of 
the  official  record  and  that  is  when 
contracts  are  advertised  for  bid — which 
made  it  much  too  late  for  citizens  to 
impact  decisions.  A  few  individuals 
indicated  that  many  citizens  did  not 
know  that  they  had  the  right  to  review 
information  in  environmental  impact 
statements. 

Response:  DOT  has  addressed  these 
problems  in  its  proposed  guidelines. 

Quality  of  Information 

Comments:  Several  individuals 
criticized  the  clarity  of  planning 
information,  indicating  that  it  was 
sometimes  written  by  staff  who  "do  not 
speak  the  language  of  the  people". 
Citizen  respondents  alleged  instances  of 
inaccurate  or  misleading  information. 
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with  one  individual  particularly  irate 
when  obviously  low  cost  estimates  were 
given  in  a  draft  environmental  impact 
statement.  One  respondent  stated  that 
the  language  on  local  transportation 
plans  was  dull  and  academic  and  often 
seemed  unrelated  to  tangible  problems 
and  aspirations  of  citizens. 

Response:  DOT’s  Proposed  Guidelines 
include  provisions  for  readability  and 
accuracy. 

Incorporating  Public  Comment 

Comments:  The  failure  to  incorporate 
public  comments  in  transportation 
planning  decisions  was  perhaps  the 
most  significant  problem  mentioned  by 
citizen  respondents.  It  was  mentioned 
by  close  to  100  individuals  and  was 
even  given  as  one  reason  for  public 
apathy  in  transportation  issues. 

Citizens  believed  that  their  comments 
were  not  given  serious  consideration 
and  expressed  anger  that  planning 
agencies  did  not  explain  why  citizen 
suggestions  could  not  be  implemented. 
Phrases  like — “they  will  not  listen":  “it’s 
a  farce":  “only  option  is  lawsuit”:  a 
“cynical  token  gesture”:  “officials  tend 
to  ignore  advice  of  citizens" — illustrated 
citizen  frustrations.  A  few  commentees 
stated  that  DOT  should  require  transit 
authorities  to  have  a  complaint  handling 
process. 

Response:  While  DOT  recognizes  that 
many  local  transportation  decisions  will 
not  please  all  of  the  people  all  of  the 
time,  the  Department  firmly  believes 
that  citizens  do  have  a  right  to  expect 
that  their  suggestions  should  receive 
serious  consideration,  and  they  deserve 
an  official  government  reponse.  this 
commitment  is  reflected  in  DOT'S 
proposed  guidelines.  To  DOT'S 
knowledge,  all  transit  authorities 
already  have  some  mechanisms  for  ' 
handling  complaints. 

Public  Hearings  and  Meetings 

Comments:  Many  individuals  believed 
that  local  officials  view  a  public  hearing 
as  a  proforma  waste  of  time,  a  formality 
to  comply  with  the  law.  Some 
individuals  observed  that  public 
hearings  often  occur  late  in  the  process 
after  basic  decisions  have  been  made. 
Some  respondents  described  biased 
hearing  officers  who  intimidated  citizens 
or  belittled  their  testimony.  Many 
citizens  disliked  the  formal  nature  of 
hearings  and  wanted  officials  on  hand 
who  would  answ'er  questions  about 
transportation  plans  accurately  and  not 
defensively.  Some  citizens  criticized 
planning  agencies  for  not  keeping 
transcripts  of  hearings,  and  others 
claimed  that  hearing  summaries  were 
sometimes  inaccurate.  Notification 
about  hearings,  lack  of  information  in 


advance  of  hearings,  transportation  to 
meetings,  security  arrangements, 
accessibility  of  buildings  were  all  seen 
as  problems  by  citizen  respondents. 
Individuals  and  citizen  group 
representatives  expressed  support  for 
informational  meetings  on  a 
neighborhood  basis  prior  to  formal 
public  hearings.  One  individual 
recommended  that  public  transit 
officials  demonstrate  a  greater 
willingness  to  meet  with  citizens  and 
groups  at  convenient  times  and  places. 

It  was  also  suggested  that  the  offering  of 
compensatory  time  or  rearranged  work 
schedules  for  planning  staff  might  make 
them  more  amenable  to  after-hour 
meetings. 

Response:  In  its  proposed  guidelines, 
DOT  addresses  the  problems  and 
suggestions  noted  by  the  commenters 
related  to  public  hearings  and  meetings. 
Many  DOT  programs  already  require 
planning  agencies  to  keep  records  of 
public  hearings,  and  the  proposed 
guidelines  offer  further  suggestions  in 
this  area. 

Advisory  Groups 

Comments:  Citizen  respondents 
mentioned  a  number  of  problems  with 
advisory  groups.  Several  commenters 
found  advisory  groups  to  be  ineffective 
because  local  officials  generally  did  not 
listen  to  their  recommendations: 
commenters  claimed  that  officials 
expect  advisory  groups  to  rubber  stamp 
planning  board  decisions.  These 
commenters  recommended  that  planning 
agencies  be  required  to  respond  to 
advisory  group  suggestions  and  to 
explain  why  they  were  or  were  not 
included  in  decisions.  Those  that  did 
believe  that  their  advisory  groups  were 
successful  had  staff  support  and  funding 
available  to  them.  Both  citizen 
commenters  and  local  government 
commenters  expressed  concern  that 
general  advisory  and  citizen  advisory 
groups  were  sometimes  not 
representative  of  the  public  at  large.  At 
the  crux  of  the  problem  seems  to  be  a 
difference  in  perception  on  the  role  of 
advisory  groups  with  citizens  believing 
that  substantial  weight  should  be  given 
to  their  recommendations  and  local 
officials  believing  that  the  advisory 
group's  role  is  strictly  advisory. 

One  individual  recommended  that 
citizen  advisory  groups  be  formed  at  the 
Federal,  State,  and  local  levels.  A  few 
individuals  recommended  that  planning 
agencies  be  required  to  form  citizen 
advisory  groups  and  to  provide  funding 
and  staff  assistance  for  such  groups. 
Others  suggested  that  citizen  advisory 
groups  should  be  required  to  have 
representation  from  specific  segments  of 
the  community,  including  minority,  low 


income,  and  handicapped  individuals, 
and  bicyclists.  A  few  commenters 
recommended  that  citizen  advisory 
groups  be  formed  on  a  neighborhood 
basis:  and  one  commenter  recommended 
that  any  request  for  funding  to  DOT 
should  include  the  recommendations  of 
the  local  advisory  group.  A  few 
commenters  recommended  that  special 
advisory  groups  be  formed  for 
handicapped  and  minority  individuals. 

Response:  Citizen  participation 
techniques  and  programs  should  be 
geared  to  individual  communities  and 
the  nature  of  the  transportation  planning 
effort.  While  advisory  groups,  when 
used  properly,  can  be  an  important 
citizen  participation  mechanism,  DOT 
does  not  consider  it  advisable  to  require 
transportation  planning  agencies  to  have 
advisory  committees  at  all  times.  It  also 
does  not  favor  the  establishment  of  a 
Federal  Transportation  Advisory 
Committee.  DOT,  however,  does  believe 
that  when  advisory  groups  are  used, 
they  should  follow  certain  basic  criteria. 
As  a  result,  DOT  has  incorporated  many 
of  the  suggestions  made  by  commenters 
in  its  proposed  guidelines. 

Representation 

Comments:  Several  individuals 
believed  that  transit  boards  and  policy 
committees  of  metropolitan  planning 
organizations  did  not  represent  citizen 
interests  and  called  for  a  voting  citizen 
representative  on  such  boards  and 
committees.  A  few  city  officials  stated 
that  the  public  had  their  chance  to  be 
represented  at  the  ballot  box,  but  citizen 
commenters  seemed  to  anticipate  this 
argument  by  saying  that  it  is  difficult  to 
elect  officials  on  the  basis  of  one  issue 
and  it  is  not  always  possible  to  know 
the  opinions  of  officials  on  every  subject 
before  an  election.  Some  citizen 
commenters  said  that  the  metropolitan 
planning  organizations  (MPO)  were  at 
times  composed  of  staff  or  appointed 
officials  because  MPOs  had  difficulty  in 
getting  elected  officials  to  attend 
meetings.  In  a  similar  vein,  one 
commenter  said  that  transportation 
■  planning  bodies  are  an  invisible  and 
unaccountable  branch  of  government: 
and  another  person  recommended  that 
the  composition  of  MPOs  be  examined. 
Two  persons  suggested  that  transit 
decisionmakers  be  elected,  and  one 
suggested  that  they  be  elected  by 
district. 

Response:  Under  Federal  legislation, 
governors  together  with  local  elected 
officials  have  the  responsibility  for 
designating  metropolitan  planning 
organizations  (MPO)  [23  U.S.C.  134], 
DOT  regulations  require  that  local 
elected  officials  have  adequate 
representation  on  MPOs  [23  CFR 
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450.106].  State  and  local  laws  and 
regulations  often  determine  the  structure 
'of  transit  boards.  As  a  result,  changes  in 
the  make-up  of  these  committees  and 
boards  are  best  addressed  at  the  State 
and  local  levels.  However,  DOT 
believes  that  both  transit  boards  and 
policy  committees  of  MPOs  might 
beneht  from  grassroots  citizen 
representation,  and  this  idea  has  been 
incorporated  in  DOT’s  proposed 
guidelines. 

Timing  of  Citizen  Participation 
Activities 

Comments:  Citizen  respondents 
mentioned  timing  of  their  participation 
as  a  major  problem.  They  indicated  that 
they  were  involved  too  late  in  the 
process  to  have  any  influence  on 
decisions  and  that  often  there  was  not 
enough  time  between  the  announcement 
of  a  public  hearing  and  the  hearing  itself 
to  really  study  the  issues. 

Transportation  agencies  mentioned 
difficulty  in  generating  citizen  interest  in 
the  initial  stages  of  planning. 

Response:  DOT’s  proposed  guidelines 
and  policy  statement  stress  the 
importance  of  early  involvement.  The 
proposed  guidelines  also  encourage 
planning  agencies  to  describe  clearly  the 
implications  of  potential  transportation 
activities  as  one  way  of  stimulating 
early  citizen  involvement. 

Surveys /Re ferendums 

Comments:  Some  individuals  and 
government  officials  favored  the  use  of 
surveys  in  getting  the  public’s  ideas  on 
transportation  needs  and  on  specific 
transportation  proposals.  A  few 
individuals  expressed  support  for  user 
surveys  on  public  transit  needs.  Some 
local  officials  believed  that  those  who 
participated  in  transportation  planning 
are  often  members  of  special  interest 
citizen  groups  and  not  representative  of 
the  public  at  large.  These  officials 
believed  that  surveys  could  give  them  a 
better  idea  of  how  the  public  at  large 
views  specific  proposals.  A  few 
individuals  favored  public  referendums 
on  controversial  transportation  issues. 

Response:  Surveys  are  one  means  of 
gauging  public  opinion  on  transportation 
needs  and  programs  and  as  such  are 
mentioned  as  a  participation  technique 
in  DOT’S  proposed  guidelines.  However, 
to  be  conducted  properly,  surveys 
require  more  money  and  expertise  than 
many  commenters  realize.  DOT  advises 
planning  agencies  to  conduct  careful 
investigation  and  planning  before 
proceeding  with  surveys  and  never  to 
rely  on  surveys  as  the  only  means  of 
obtaining  public  views. 

Public  referendums  can  be  useful  in 
resolving  public  controversy  on  certain 


large  transportation  projects  and  have 
been  used  in  a  few  communities. 
However,  as  a  general  matter, 
referendums  are  too  costly  and  time- 
consuming  for  general  use. 

DOT  Role  in  Transportation  Planning 

The  nature  and  the  extent  of  DOT 
involvement  in  local  transportation 
planning  was  clearly  controversial. 
Recommendations  ranged  from  having 
U.S.  DOT  take  control  of  local 
transportation  planning  to  a  call  for  no 
Federal  involvement. 

Rules /Guidelines 

Comments:  Approximately  75 
commenters  (mostly  individuals  and 
citizen  group  representatives)  favored 
stronger  DOT  rules  and  sanctions 
governing  citizen  participation.  A 
nuniber  of  these  commenters  suggested 
that  DOT  establish  effective  standards 
for  citizen  participation  and  assure  that 
those  standards  are  met.  Some 
commenters  asked  DOT  to  refuse  to 
review,  approve,  or  fund  any  projects 
which  were  planned  without  ground- 
level  citizen  participation;  and  a  few 
called  for  a  cutoff  of  DOT  funds  when  a 
local  transportation  decision  runs 
counter  to  the  expressed  will  of  the 
people.  Two  commenters  suggested  that 
DO*!'  take  control  of  the  local 
transportation  planning  process  when  a 
State  or  local  agency  does  not 
adequately  provide  for  citizen 
participation. 

While  not  recommending  specific 
sanctions,  another  large  group  of 
commenters  called  for  more  stringent 
public  participation  requirements, 
covering  such  items  as  early  citizen 
involvement,  regularly  scheduled  public 
meetings,  public  hearings,  incorporating 
public  comments  into  decisions,  the  use 
of  citizen  advisory  groups,  etc. 

Several  people  believed  that  citizen 
participation  could  be  improved  through 
the  issuance  of  DOT  guidelines.  A  few 
commenters  suggested  that  such 
guidelines  deflne  specific 
responsibilities  of  Federal.  State,  and 
local  transportation  agencies. 

Several  State  and  local  officials 
believed  that  existing  requirements  in 
citizen  participation  are  sufficient.  Many 
of  these  officials  and  a  few  individuals 
stressed  the  need  for  communities  to 
have  flexibility  in  funding  allocations 
and  in  citizen  participation 
requirements.  Some  respondents 
suggested  that  different  criteria  should 
be  established  for  different  types  and 
sizes  of  communities  and  programs.  Still 
others  stated  that  communities  which 
already  have  an  active  citizen 
participation  program  should  be  exempt 
from  any  new  citizen  participation 


requirements.  One  person  stated  that 
Federal  specifications  and  rules  need  to 
be  geared  down  for  rural  areas.  A  few 
commenters  suggested  that  DOT  merely 
require  that  a  citizen  participation 
process  be  in  place  and  let  local  officials 
develop  their  own  strategies  for  a  given 
project  in  consultation  with  the  State 
and  U.S.  DOT.  One  commenter 
suggested  that  the  most  effective  rule 
would  be  a  simple  one  requiring  every 
planning  document  to  contain  a 
description  of  public  involvement  and 
its  effect  on  the  proposals. 

A  few  State  and  local  officials 
believed  that  Federal  agencies  should 
remove  themselves  completely  from  the 
citizen  participation  area  stating  that 
local  officials  know  best  what  citizen 
participation  is  needed  or  appropriate 
for  each  project. 

Response:  DOT  is  determined  to 
strengthen  its  support  for  citizen  , 
participation  and  has  considered 
various  approaches  for  improving 
citizen  participation  in  local 
transportation  planning.  The  blanket  use 
of  the  regulatory  approach  was  rejected 
because  of  the  difficulty  in  preparing 
regulations  that  would  be  adaptable  to 
all  planning  situations  and  the  need  for 
flexibility  and  innovation  in  citizen 
participation  programs.  This  does  not, 
however,  rule  out  the  strengthening  of 
existing  regulations  on  specific 
programs,  and  in  fact,  DOT’s  operating 
administrations  in  the  next  several 
months  will  be  reviewing,  and  where 
necessary,  revising  existing  regulations 
to  reflect  DOT’s  policy  on  citizen 
participation. 

DOT  is  convinced  that  the  best 
overall  approach  is  to  state  clearly 
DOT’S  policy  on  citizen  participation 
and  to  provide  guidelines  which  will 
assist  planning  agencies  in  meeting  the 
policy  goals  and  objectives. 

Comments  regarding  withholding  of 
funds  are  treated  below. 

Comments:  One  commenter  asked 
DOT  to  endorse  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  guidelines  on  citizen 
participation  in  transportation  air 
quality  programs. 

Response:  DOT  has  published  joint 
guidelines  with  EPA  on  transportation 
planning  activities  related  to  air  quality 
[45  FR  42023:  6/23/80]. 

Monitoring/Complaint  Handling 

Comments:  Several  individuals  called 
for  stronger  monitoring  and  enforcement 
of  all  DOT  rules  especially  citizen 
participation  and  environmental  rules.  A 
few  commenters  mentioned  problems  in 
the  enforcement  of  State  Action  Plans 
required  by  DOT’s  Federal  Highway 
Administration,  and  criticized  the 
enforcement  of  environmental  rules. 
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alternative  analysis  requirements,  and 
conflict  of  interest  provisions.  Others 
called  for  DOT'S  regional  offices  to  be 
more  receptive  to  citizen  input  and  to 
serve  as  impartial  information  receivers 
on  controversial  projects  with  local 
polarization.  A  few  recommended  that 
regional  DOT  staff  should  monitor  State 
and  local  citizen  participation  efforts 
regularly  and  attend  public  hearings  on 
a  regular  basis.  One  State  official 
recommended  that  citizen  participation 
activities  should  be  monitored  as  closely 
as  expenditures  and  design  criteria.  He 
encouraged  DOT  to  look  at  all  citizen 
participation  activities,  not  just  public 
hearings,  and  to  ask  about  citizen 
comments  in  any  project  review. 

Several  individuals  and  citizen  group 
representatives  called  for  some  type  of 
an  appeals  process  through  which 
citizens  might  report  problems  to  DOT 
for  review  and  investigation.  They  ' 
stated  that  if  the  citizen  complaint 
appears  to  have  merit  that  U.S.  DOT 
should  require  an  explanation  from  the 
State  or  local  planning  office.  A  few 
people  asked  that  DOT  be  more 
responsive  to  citizen  complaints  and 
asked  that  there  be  a  citizen  focal  point 
in  each  region. 

DOT  response:  All  DOT  programs  do 
provide  for  some  type  of  review.  For 
example,  the  Federal  Highway  (FHWA) 
and  Urban  Mass  Transportation 
(UMTA)  administrators  periodically 
review  the  urban  transportation 
planning  process  for  each  urbanized 
area.  Following  this  review,  the  FHWA 
and  UMTA  administrators  jointly 
determine  if  a  transportation  planning 
process  complies  with  DOT’s 
regulations  and  whether  an  urban  area 
should  be  certified  or  whether 
conditions  should  be  placed  on  the 
certification  (for  example,  require 
corrective  actions  in  certain  areas  and/ 
or  certify  only  specific  projects  or 
programs)  [CFR  450.122). 

In  airport  planning,  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  reviews 
planning  study  designs  before  grants  are 
awarded  to  assure  that  the  designs 
provide  for  public  participation  and 
coordination.  FAA  also  monitors  the 
implementation  of  the  airport  planning 
studies.  Grant  recipients  receive  specific 
guidance  on  citizen  participation 
through  FAA's  Advisory  Circular  on 
Citizen  Participation  [A.C.  150/5050-4). 

Under  laws  administered  by  the 
Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA), 
each  Stale  must  develop  a  State  Rail 
Plan  and  update  it  annually  (49  U.S.C. 
1654).  The  plan  must  include  the 
procedures  and  mechanisms  used  by  the 
State  to  provide  for  public  participation. 
FRA’s  Office  of  Federal  Assistance 
reviews  these  plans  annually. 


DOT  obviously  has  more  leverage  in 
those  areas  which  have  specific 
legislative  mandates.  However,  it  is 
often  able  to  persuade  local  agencies  to 
strenghten  citizen  participation  elements 
through  voluntary  means.  DOT  places 
its  emphasis  on  achieving  voluntary 
compliance  with  its  rules  and  guidelines 
and  views  the  withholding  of  funds  as 
an  extreme  measure. 

For  the  most  part,  the  Regional 
Administrators  of  DOT'S  operating 
administrations  have  prime 
responsibility  for  monitoring  and 
enforcement  of  all  DOT  rules.  Other 
DOT  field  and  district  offices  may  also 
share  some  monitoring  responsibilities. 
DOT  recognizes  that  additional  training 
of  regional  staff  may  be  required  to 
enable  them  to  improve  their  monitoring 
of  the  citizen  participation  elements  of 
State  and  local  transportation  plans. 

DOT  already  has  procedures  to 
handle  complaints  which  allege 
violations  in  its  rules  or  policies. 
However,  it  does  not  have  and  does  not 
plan  to  have  a  formal  appeals 
mechanism  which  would  try  to  second 
guess  specific  transportation  decisions 
made  by  local  officials.  Because  there 
was  concern  over  present  monitoring 
and  complaint  handling  procedures. 
Appendixes  A  and  B  list  the  places 
where  citizens  can  report  a  violation  in 
law  or  procedures  and  other  channels  to 
pursue  if  initial  complaints  have  not 
been  handled  properly.  In  addition, 
under  its  Consumer  Program,  DOT  is 
now  conducting  a  complaint-handling 
study  to  determine  if  improvements  are 
necessary  in  this  area.  After  this  study 
is  completed  and  necessary 
improvements  are  implemented,  DOT 
will  revise  its  booklet.  Finding  Your 
Way  in  DOT,  to  help  citizens  identify 
the  appropriate  office  to  file  a  complaint 
or  seek  information. 

Specific  Programs 

Comments:  Many  individuals 
expressed  concern  about  environmental 
processes  which  are  already  covered  by 
existing  regulations.  For  example,  two 
people  recommended  that  contractors 
which  prepare  environmental  impact 
statements  should  not  be  permitted  to 
do  a  subsequent  engineering  study  if  a 
project  is  approved. 

Response:  Environmental  procedures 
of  DOJ  and  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  attempt  to 
eliminate  such  potential  conflicts  of 
interest  by  requiring  contractors  who 
will  prepare  an  environmental  impact 
statement  to  sign  a  statement  specifying 
that  they  have  no  financial  or  other 
interest  in  the  outcome  of  the  project  [40 
CFR  1506.5  and  44  FR  56420;  10/1/79). 


Comment:  Others  stated  that  there 
should  not  be  a  separate  environmental 
impact  process  for  different  segments  of 
a  highway  when  the  segments  have  a 
tremendous  impact  as  a  whole. 

Response:  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (FHWA)  regulations 
require  that  a  project  examined  in  an 
environmental  Impact  statement  have  a 
logical  ending  point  [23  CFR  771.3).  In 
addition,  forthcoming  regulations 
provide  that  a  project  considered  in  an 
environmental  impact  statement  be  a 
usable  and  reasonable  transportation 
improvement  even  if  no  additional 
transportation  projects  are  implemented. 
The  intent  of  these  rules  is  to  prevent 
piece-by-piece  consideration  of 
interdependent  transportation  segments. 

Comment:  A  number  of  people  voiced 
concern  about  a  pro-highway  bias  and 
stated  that  alternatives  or  the  “no-build” 
option  are  not  considered. 

Response:  DOT  does  have 
requirements  on  alternative  analysis  in 
many  situations  particularly  for  major 
transportation  projects.  For  example, 
environmental  rules  require 
communities  to  look  at  various 
transportation  alternatives,  including 
the  “no-build”  option  [40  CFR  1502.14 
and  DOT  Order  5610.1c,  44  FR  56420;  10/ 
1/79).  FHWA  rules  governing  systems 
planning  require  an  examination  of 
alternatives  including  public  transit 
alternatives  [23  CFR  450).  And  under 
interstate  transfer  procedures,  urban 
communities  may  elect  to  substitute 
transit  and  highway  projects  for 
previously  planned  interstate  projects 
under  some  situations  [23  U.S.C. 
103(e)(4),  23  CFR  476). 

Comment:  Commenters  also  alleged 
conflicts  of  interest  at  th6  local  level. 

Response:  Such  allegations  should  be 
reported  to  the  proper  authorities,  for 
example,  local  enforcement  officials  or 
DOT'S  Inspector  General,  who  is 
charged  with  detecting  fraud  and  abuse 
in  all  programs  administered  or  financed 
by  DOT. 

Comment:  One  conunenter  called  on 
DOT  to  change  its  administrative 
requirements  and  also  seek  legislative 
changes  to  require  that  public  hearings 
be  held  on  all  major  reconstruction  and 
renovation  of  highways  especially  those 
which  have  safety  implications.  Another 
commenter  recommended  specific 
changes  in  DOT'S  Federal  Aid  Urban 
Systems  Program. 

Response:  DOT  is  currently 
developing  legislative  options  for  the 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Program,  and 
these  comments  have  been  forwarded  to 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration  for 
its  consideration. 
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Education,  Training,  and  Outreach 

Over  100  commenters  addressed  the 
issue  of  education,  training,  and 
outreach  efforts  to  promote  better 
citizen  participation.  Commenters 
mentioned  the  need  for  training  of 
agency  staff  and  for  citizens. 

Staff  Training 

Comments:  Individuals  and  citizen 
groups  cited  a  lack  of  sensitivity  and 
objectivity  of  transportation  planning 
staff.  Commenters  stated  that  too  often 
the  person  responsible  for  citizen 
participation  was  skilled  only  in  public 
information  and  not  in  the  other 
important  facets  of  citizen  participation. 
Commenters  recommended  training  for 
transportation  planning  staff  at  all 
levels.  Government  commenters  did  not 
mention  sensitivity  as  a  problem,  but  a 
few  did  say  that  they  needed  more 
training  in  specific  citizen  participation 
techniques,  such  as  group  dynamics  and 
conflict  resolution  and  looked  to  DOT  to 
proyide  such  assistance  in  the  form  of 
training  or  through  increased  financial 
assistance.  State,  regional,  and  local 
officials  recommended  that  DOT 
improve  its  information  channels  to 
transportation  planning  staff  at  the 
State,  regional,  and  local  levels. 

Response:  DOTs  Federal  Highway 
Administration  has  for  several  years 
conducted  intensive  training  in  citizen 
participation  techniques  for  Federal, 
State,  and  local  officials;  and  DOT’S 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
recently  developed  a  citizen 
participation  training  program  for 
Federal  staff  and  airport  operators.  DOT 
is  interested  in  expanding  these 
activities  so  that  planning  officials  in 
every  transportation  mode  and  every 
level  of  government  have  the 
opportunity  to  participate.  In  addition, 
DOT  plans  to  share  with  State  and  local 
officials  summaries  or  case  histories  of 
successful  citizen  participation  efforts  to 
promote  a  greater  awareness  of  citizen 
participation  techniques  and  their 
potential  for  improving  local 
transportation  decisions. 

Citizen  Training 

Comments:  Individuals  and  State  and 
local  government  representatives 
mentioned  several  needs  in  this  area.  A 
few  people  called  for  DOT  to  inform 
people  at  the  grassroots  level  on 
transportation  issues  and  to  promote  an 
educational  program  for  children 
particularly  in  the  public  transit  area. 
Commenters  suggested  information 
booklets  and/or  training  sessions  on 
Federal  transportation  programs, 
including  the  allocation  of  funds  and 
how  the  funds  may  be  used;  and  on  the 


local  and  regional  planning  process, 
including  how  decisions  are  made  and 
the  limitations  and  requirements  of 
transportation  providers.  A  few 
commenters  believed  that  such  training 
should  not  be  conducted  by  DOT  but 
rather  that  DOT  should  provide  funds  to 
a  coalition  of  environmental  or  citizen 
groups  to  provide  such  training.  One 
person  suggested  that  DOT  regularly 
publish  issue  papers  to  acquaint  citizens, 
with  transportation  problems  and 
alternatives. 

One  commenter  suggested  that  DOT 
expand  the  mailing  list  for  its  consumer 
newsletter  and  that  DOT’s  magazine 
Transportation  USA  be  used  as  a 
vehicle  for  informing  people  about 
citizen  participation  programs  and  for 
letting  people  know  about  proposed 
regulations  and  programs. 

Responses:  DOT  believes  that  citizen 
education  in  transportation  issues  is 
important  and  plans  to  do  more  work  in 
this  area.  DOT  recently  published  two 
documents  which  may  be  of  interest  to 
citizens — Agenda  for  the  80s  and  Profile 
•of  the  80s.  For  single  free  copies,  write 
Facilities  Management  Branch,  M-443, 
DOT,  Washington,  DC  20590.  DOT  also 
plans  to  develop  a  general  guide  to 
citizen  participation  in  local 
transportation  planning  and  is 
investigating  the  possibility  of  training 
sessions  for  grassroots  citizen  groups.  A 
few  years  ago,  DOT  did  publish 
consumer  education  materials  in  public 
transportation,  transportation  safety, 
bicycling,  and  transportation  and  the 
environment  for  use  in  the  schools. 
There  are  still  a  limited  number  of 
copies  available  for  those  interested  in 
promoting  consumer  education  in  the 
schools.  (For  copies  write  Office  of 
Consumer  Liaison,  1-50,  DOT, 
Washington,  DC  20590.  Please  specify 
grade  level  and  subject  area.) 

DOT  is  eager  to  expand  the  mailing 
list  for  its  consumer  newsletter  and  has 
placed  increased  emphasis  on 
explaining  proposed  rules  and  reporting 
on  legislative  developments.  People 
wishing  to  receive  the  newsletter  should 
write  to  the  Office  of  Consumer  Liaison, 
1-50,  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation, 
Washington,  DC  20590.  Transportation 
USA  is  a  quarterly  magazine  and  as 
such  serves  a  more  limited  role  in 
advising  people  of  proposed  regulations 
and  programs.  The  magazine,  however, 
does  list  important  new  regulations  and 
publications.  The  magazine  has  covered 
both  citizen  participation  and  consumer 
issues  in  the  past  and  will  continue  to 
do  so  in  the  future.  Transportation  USA 
is  available  for  $6.00  a  year  from  the 
Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  DC  20402. 


Outreach  and  Communication 

Comments:  Several  commenters 
recommended  that  U.S.  DOT  and  State 
and  local  transportation  planning 
agencies  increase  their  contact  with 
grassroots  citizen  groups.  They  asked 
U.S.  DOT  to  increase  its  accessibility  to 
citizens,  to  conduct  town  meetings,  to 
establish  a  speakers  bureau,  to 
encourage  and  sponsor  regional  and 
national  conferences  such  as  the 
Transportation  Consumer  Conference, 
and  to  provide  funding  for  citizens  to 
attend  such  conferences.  One  person 
recommended  that  there  be  a  citizen 
focal  point  for  each  region:  and  another 
commenter  recommended  that  the 
regional  offices  publish  a  consumer 
newsletter.  One  person  suggested  that 
DOT  and  other  agencies  institute  a  two- 
way  telephone  system  for  sampling 
public  reaction  to  proposed  actions. 

Response:  Over  the  last  few  years, 

DOT  has  held  a  number  of  town 
meetings  on  various  subjects.  DOTs 
Office  of  Consumer  Liaison  (OCL),  as 
part  of  its  new  Consumer  Program,  has 
placed  increased  stress  on  identifying 
and  working  with  local  citizen  groups. 
OCL  will  hold  regional  meetings  in 
Denver  and  Philadelphia  this  fall. 
Washington-based  consumer  groups 
have  been  invited  to  briefing  sessions  on 
energy  conservation  in  DOT  grant 
programs,  the  1981  transportation 
budget,  and  the  development  of  highway 
legislation.  DOT  also  has  held  consumer 
briefings  in  Hartford,  Atlanta,  and 
Madison  on  options  for  Federal-aid 
highway  legislation.  OCL  has  daily 
contact  with  individuals  and  citizen/ 
consumer  groups  on  a  wide  variety  of 
issues.  DOT  recognizes  that  these 
activities  are  only  a  beginning  in 
building  strong  working  relations  with 
citizen/consumer  groups  across  the 
nation.  Through  this  building  process, 
OCL  hopes  to  create  a  climate  for  better 
cooperation  and  understanding  which 
will  spread  throughout  DOT  and  State 
and  local  transportation  planning 
agencies.  DOT’s  regional  offices  do 
handle  requests  for  speakers  and 
conduct  some  outreach  efforts,  but  most 
regional  offices  do  not  have  sufficient 
staff  to  pubish  newsletters  on  a  regular 
basis. 

Funding  and  Technical  Assistance 

Over  130  commenters  addressed  the 
issue  of  funding  and  technical 
assistance  for  citizen  participation.  The 
majority  of  these  comments  came  from 
individuals  and  citizen  group 
representatives.  Most  favored  some  sort 
of  financial  and  technical  assistance, 
but  their  recommendations  varied  on  the 
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type  of  funding  which  should  be 
available. 

Reimbursement  of  Expenses 

Comments:  Several  commenters 
indicated  that  individuals  should  be 
reimbursed  for  expenses  they  incur  for 
participation.  The  lack  of  funds  for 
participation  was  seen  as  a  deterrent  to 
citizen  participation,  particularly  on  the 
part  of  low  and  moderate  income 
citizens.  Commenters  had  varying  views 
on  the  types  of  expenses  which  should 
be  reimbursed.  Recommendations 
included:  transportation  to  and  from 
meetings,  babysitting  expenses:  clerical 
and  mailing  expenses:  any  out-of-pocket 
expenses:  scholarships  to  attend 
conferences  on  transportation,  and 
meeting  time  away  from  work.  Some 
commenters  believed  that  planning 
agencies  could  provide  some  of  these 
services  directly  rather  than  through 
reimbursement  procedures.  Only  a  few 
commenters  opposed  reimbursement  of 
out-of-pocket  exp>enses  to  individuals. 

Response:  DOT  programs  have 
varying  requirements  and  limitations  in 
this  area,  but  many  do  permit  planning 
agencies  to  use  Federal  planning  funds 
to  provide  such  services  as  babysitting 
and  transportation  to  and  from  meetings 
as  an  aid  to  citizen  participation.  It  is 
DOT’S  current  belief,  that,  in  most  cases, 
providing  the  services  needed  for  citizen 
participation  is  a  more  satisfactory  way 
of  keeping  costs  down  for  citizen 
participants  than  reimbursing  for  actual 
expenses,  particularly  when  there  are  a 
large  number  of  participants  and 
reimbursement  procedures  are  apt  to  be 
too  cumbersome. 

DOT  and  its  operating  administrations 
do  not  have  a  formal  policy  on  paying 
citizens  for  time  they  spend  away  from 
work  to  participate  in  local 
transportation  planning.  However, 
porposed  guidelines  do  recommend  that 
meetings  be  held  at  times  and  places 
convenient  to  the  general  public.  As  a 
result,  most  citizen  participants  should 
not  have  to  take  time  from  work  to 
attend  meetings  if  DOT’S  guidelines  are 
followed. 

Funding  to  Citizen  Groups 

Comments:  Seventy-two  commenters 
(including  eight  State  and  local  officials) 
supported  funding  for  citizen  groups  for 
the  hiring  of  their  own  technical  and/or 
legal  consultants.  A  few  individuals  and 
20  State  and  local  officials  opposed  such 
funding  for  citizen  groups. 

Those  who  favored  funding  offered 
the  following  arguments: 

— there  should  be  equal  time  and  money 

spent  for  pro  and  con  positions  on 

transportation  alteratives: 


— citizens  need  professional  advice  to 
assist  in  the  evaluation  of  specific 
planning  proposals  and  to  develop 
alternatives: 

— citizens  need  technical  and  legal 
assistance  to  ensure  enforcement  of 
the  law  if  Federal  and  State  agencies 
fail  to  take  the  initiative:  and 
— citizens  can  help  the  government  get 
the  word  out  more  effectively  and 
with  more  credibility  if  they  are 
funded  to  run  information  centers  and 
conduct  other  information  efforts. 

A  number  of  individuals  and  citizen 
group  representatives  favored  direct 
funding  for  citizen  participation  from  the 
Federal  or  State  government  rather  than 
funds  being  channeled  through  a 
metropolitan  planning  organization 
(MPO).  A  few  expressed  the  fear  that  a 
MPO  might  select  only  tractable  groups 
that  could  be  co-opted.  Others  felt  that 
money  could  be  channeled  through  the 
MPO  but  that  choices  concerning  which 
groups  would  receive  funding  could  best 
be  made  by  an  impartial  board  of 
community/citizen  leaders.  A  few 
commenters  suggested  that  DOT  require 
a  small  matching  contribution  from 
citizen  groups  as  a  way  of  insuring  that 
funds  would  not  be  misused.  The  few 
State  and  local  officials  who  favored 
funding  for  citizen  groups  believed  that 
such  funding  should  be  funneled  through 
the  State. 

Those  who  opposed  funding  to  citizen 
groups  did  so  strenuously  with  claims 
that  paid  citizens  lose  their  credibility 
and  that  if  the  government  pays  people 
to  participate  it  might  only  attract 
people  interested  in  the  money  and  not 
the  good  of  the  community.  Another 
commenter  expressed  the  fear  that 
money  would  go  only  to  the  most  vocal 
special  interest  groups. 

DOT  Response:  Providing  funds  to 
citizen  groups  to  participate  in  local 
transportation  planning  is  an  extremely 
controversial  issue  among  Federal, 

State,  and  local  officials  and  even 
among  some  individual  citizens  active  in 
transportation  planning.  It  is  also  not  an 
easy  issue  to  resolve  on  a 
Departmentwide  basis  given  the  various 
legislative  limitations  on  who  may 
receive  Federal  transportation  funds 
and  the  purposes  for  which  such  funds 
may  be  used:  and  there  is  some  question 
within  the  Department  as  to  whether 
DOT  can  or  should  seek  to  ease  these 
limitations.  These  and  other 
impediments  limit  near-term 
possibilities  of  DOT  providing  direct 
financial  assistance  to  citizen  groups  to 
participate  in  transportation  planning 
activities  in  specific  communities. 
However,  it  is  possible  that  citizen 
groups  might  feceive  such  assistance 


indirectly  through  State  governments  or 
local  public  bodies  (e.g.,  transit 
authorities,  regional  planning  agencies, 
cities]  and  that  DOT  might  fund  certain 
citizen  groups  on  a  contractual  basis  for 
activities  that  benefit  a  number  of 
communities. 

DOT’S  goal  is  to  enhance  the  quality 
and  public  acceptability  of  local 
transportation  decisions  by  improving 
citizen  participation  in  local 
transportation  planning.  DOT  believes 
that  a  variety  of  mechanisms  for  such 
improvement  should  be  explored  before 
the  Department  could  commit  itself  to 
specific  policies  on  technical  and 
financial  assistance  for  citizen 
participation  in  local  planning.  While  a 
number  of  innovative  techniques  have 
already  been  used  for  citizen 
participation,  there  has  been  little 
assessment  of  which  methods  work  well 
in  a  variety  of  situations.  As  a  result,  the 
Secretary  has  asked  each  operating 
administration  to  establish,  within  its 
existing  resources,  a  development 
project  to  explore  innovative  techniques 
for  increasing  the  effectiveness  of 
citizen  participation  in  local 
transportation  planning.  These 
development  projects  are  discussed  in 
Section  3  of  this  Notice — DOT  Decisions 
and  Actions. 

Technical/Staff  Assistance 

Comments:  A  few  commenters  felt 
that  their  needs  for  technical  assistance 
and  secretarial  help  could  be  met  by 
transportation  planning  staff  at  the 
direction  of  the  citizen  group.  This  idea 
was  most  prevalent  among  members  of 
advisory  groups  or  those  who  worked 
cooperatively  with  the  MPO.  Nine 
government  respondents  supported 
increased  funding  for  staff  and  other 
citizen  participation  activities  within 
their  agencies. 

Response:  Some  local  transportation 
planning  agencies  now  provide  technical 
assistance  to  citizen  advisory  groups 
and,  in  some  cases,  to  citizen  groups  on 
local  transportation  planning  issues.  It 
seems  that  such  support  can  be 
effective,  and  it  is  anticipated  that 
DOT’S  development  projects  might 
further  efforts  in  this  are. 

Miscellaneous  Suggestions 

Comments:  Four  commenters 
expressed  support  for  the  concept  of  a 
paid  advocate  for  citizens.  Two 
mentioned  the  Rail  Public  Counsel  as  an 
example.  Eight  people  recommended 
that  DOT  earmark  a  specific  percentage 
of  its  budget  or  the  funds  going  to 
planning  agencies  for  public 
participation. 

Response:  The  idea  of  a  paid  advocate 
for  citizens  is  an  interesting  one. 
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However,  DOT  questions  whether  a 
national  paid  advocate  could  function 
effectively  with  the  myriad  of  local 
transportation  planning  issues.  Any 
decision  regarding  State  or  local 
advocates  would  have  to  be  made  by 
State  or  local  jurisidictions.  Some 
jurisdictions  now  do  have  ombudsmen 
to  assist  citizens. 

While  DOT  does  believe  that 
adequate  funds  and  staff  time  should  be 
devoted  to  citizen  participation,  it  is  not 
prepared  at  this  time  to  earmark  a 
speciHc  percentage  of  its  own  funds  or 
the  funds  transmitted  to  local 
transportation  planning  agencies.  DOT 
has  suggested  a  percentage  of  funds  to 
be  used  for  certain  transportation 
planning  activities  relating  to  air  quality. 
However,  it  does  not  believe  it  wise  to 
establish  such  a  goal  for  all 
transportation  planning  activities  as  the 
nature  of  the  planning  effort  and  the 
community  should  be  the  key 
determining  factors  for  effective  citizen 
participation,  rather  than  establishment 
of  a  dollar  goal  that  would  be  identical 
for  the  many  different  planning  and 
project  development  activities  that  are 
implemented  under  the  Federal-aid 
programs  of  DOT.  At  this  stage,  there  is 
not  enough  data  to  make  realistic 
judgments  about  how  dollar  goals  can 
affect  and  be  affected  by  the  varying 
requirements,  procedures,  and  purposes 
of  the  varying  DOT  Federal-aid 
programs.  If  planning  agencies  follow 
the  spirit  of  DOT’S  guidelines,  they  will 
be  meeting  DOT’S  citizen  participation 
goals  without  a  prescriptive  burden  on 
expenditures. 

(3)  DOT  Decisions  and  Actions 

As  the  Summary  indicates,  four  major 
issues  surfaced  in  the  written  comments 
and  interivews: 

What  should  be  DOT’S  role  vis-a-vis 
requirements  for  citizen  participation  in 
local  transportation  planning? 
Specifically,  what  action — if  any — 
should  DOT  take  concerning  such 
requirements?  Issue  new  regulations? 
Issue  guidelines?  Do  nothing? 

If  DOT  does  issue  guidelines  or 
regulations,  what  areas  of  citizen 
participation  in  local  planning  should  be 
covered? 

Should  DOT  provide  funding  for 
citizen  participation  in  local 
transportation  planning? 

What  actions,  if  any,  should  DOT  take 
concerning  technical  assistance, 
education,  training,  and  outreach 
programs  in  support  of  citizen 
participation  in  local  transportation 
planning? 

The  Department  has  made  the 
following  decisions  and  is  taking  the 
following  actions: 


The  Department  is  issuing  a  Policy 
Statement  on  Citizen  Participation  in 
Local  Transportation  Planning. 

This  policy  Statement  clariHes  and 
strengthens  DOT’s  existing  position  of 
encouraging  citizen  participation  in  local 
planning.  For  the  first  time,  DOT  now 
has  a  written  policy  based  on  a 
Departmentwide  approach  that  calls  for 
active  citizen  involvement  in  all  aspects 
of  local  transportation  planning.  In 
issuing  this  comprehensive  public 
statement,  DOT  is  putting  a  single  policy 
umbrella  over  many  varying  programs  in 
all  elements  of  the  Department. 

The  Department  has  made  a 
determined  effort  to  accommodate  the 
viewpoints  of  State,  regional,  and  local 
officials;  citizens’  groups  and  individual 
citizens;  and  all  elements  in  DOT,  This 
policy  reflects  comments  received  from 
these  affected  segments  of  the  public,  all 
of  whom  responded  to  the  Department’s 
Advance  Notice  of  Proposed  Policy,  The 
policy  also  points  out  speciRc 
responsibilities  of  all  concerned  parties, 
for  DOT  is  convinced  that  citizen 
participation  in  local  planning  can  be 
effective  only  through  cooperative  and 
responsible  action  by  all  concerned. 

Because  the  Department  made  an 
unusually  extensive  effort  to  reach  all 
interested  segments  of  the  public  during 
the  comment  period — and  because  the 
public  response  was  substantial  and 
came  from  such  a  broad  spectrum — 

DOT  is  issuing  this  Policy  Statement  as 
a  final  document,  rather  than  as  a 
proposal.  In  view  of  the  substantial 
outreach  and  response,  as  described  in 
Section  (1)  above,  DOT  believes  than 
any  benefit  that  might  result  from 
obtaining  additional  comments  would 
not  be  worthwhile  in  view  of  the  delay 
that  would  result  in  issuing  this  needed 
document.  ’This  Policy  Statement  thus 
takes  effect  on  its  date  of  publication. 

The  Department  is  issuing  Proposed 
Guidelines  on  citizen  Participation  in 
Local  Transportation  Planning. 

The  Proposed  Guidelines  would 
support  and  amplify  the  Policy 
Statement  by  identifying  and  explaining 
key  elements  of  active  and  effective 
citizen  participation  in  local  planning. 
The  Department  gave  serious 
consideration  to  divergent  options — the 
possibility  of  taking  no  action  beyond 
the  issuance  of  a  policy  statement;  the 
possibility  of  issuing  regulations;  and 
the  possibility  of  issuing  guidelines.  In 
examining  these  options,  DOT  took  note 
of  opposing  positions  that  were 
apparent  from  the  public  comments. 
Citizens  in  many  communities  expressed 
dissatisfaction  with  a  lack  of 
opportunities  to  participate  in  local 
transportation  planning  decisions;  many 
of  these  citizens  asked  for  more 


stringent  DOT  requirements  in  the  form 
of  regulations.  On  the  other  hand,  most 
ofhcials  of  State,  regional,  and  local 
transportation  planning  agencies 
expressed  the  conviction  that  additional 
regulations  would  place  an  undue 
burden  on  their  agencies.  These  officials 
asked  for  more  flexibility  in  dealing  with 
existing  DOT  requirements  for  citizen 
participation,  wishing  to  accommodate 
the  special  characteristics  of  their  own 
communities.  In  view  of  these  varying 
positions,  DOT  recognized  the  need  to 
provide  clear  guidance — within  a 
flexible  framework — concerning  ways  to 
improve  participation  opportunities  for 
citizens  who  wish  to  be  involved  in 
planning.  The  decision  was  made  that 
quidebnes,  rather  than  regulations,  are 
called  for.  The  Proposed  Guidelines  now 
being  published  by  the  Department 
address  areas  of  citizen  participation 
which  elicited  signifreant  comments: 
informing  and  involving  the  public; 
planning  and  holding  public  hearings; 
utilizing  public  advisory  groups;  and 
incorporating  public  comments  when 
decisions  are  made  After  a  60-day 
comment  period  on  the  Proposed 
Guidelines,  the  Department  will  analyze 
the  public  comment  and,  as  appropriate, 
revise  its  proposal  and  issue  final 
Guidelines  on  citizen  Participation  in 
Local  Transportation  Planning. 

Each  operating  administration  in 
DOT  will  be  supporting  the  Policy 
Statement  by:  (1)  issuing  its  own 
guidelines  on  citizen  participation  in 
local  planning;  (2)  revising  its  existing 
regulations,  as  needed  to  comply  with 
the  Policy  Statement;  and  (3)  designing 
and  implementing  its  own  development 
project  on  ways  to  provide  technical 
and  financial  assistance  to  stimulate 
citizen  participation  in  local  planning. 

(1)  Operating  Administration 's 
Guidelines:  In  developing  Departmental 
Proposed  Guidelines,  DOT  was  keenly 
aware  of  the  need  to  provide  effective 
guidance  that  is  also  flexible  enough  to 
apply  to  the  citizen  participation 
requirements  in  a  broad  range  of 
programs  with  varying  objectives, 
mandates,  structures,  and  approaches. 
Examination  of  the  requirements  listed 
in  the  Appendixes  to  this  notice  will 
show  the  extent  of  this  variety.  It  was 
agreed,  therefore,  that  once  the 
Department  issues  final  guidelines,  each 
operating  administration  will  issue  its 
own  guidelines,  consistent  with  the 
Department’s  final  guidelines,  to  provide 
guidance  on  citizen  participation  in  local 
planning  which  is  specific  to  its  own 
programs. 

(2)  Operating  Administrations’ 
Regulations:  Publication  of  the  DOT 
Policy  Statement  on  Citizen 
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Participation  in  Local  Transportation 
Planning  may  create  the  need  for 
operating  administrations  to  revise  their 
existing  regulations  and  internal 
procedures  in  order  to  comply  with  the 
Policy  Statement.  All  DOT  operating 
administrations  will  review  their 
regulations  in  light  of  the  policy 
Statement,  to  determine  whether  a  need 
for  revision  exists.  If  a  need  exists,  the 
operating  administration  will  draft 
revised  regulations  which  will  be 
published  as  proposals,  with  a  request 
for  public  comment.  The 
administrations'  reviews  of  their 
regulations  will  be  completed  no  later 
than  April  1, 1981;  and  any  needed 
revised  regulations  will  be  published  as 
proposals  no  later  than  October  1, 1981. 

(3)  Operating  Administrations' 
Development  Projects:  The  major 
objective  of  the  development  projects  is 
to  identify  innovative  approaches  for 
providing  technical  assistance  and 
Hnancial  assistance  for  activities  that 
stimulate  effective  and  representative 
citizen  participation  at  the  local  level. 
Each  project  selected  will  relate  to  a 
program  mandated  by  that  particular 
operating  administration's  laws  and 
regulations,  and  will  be  carried  out  in 
cooperation  with  appropriate  planning 
agencies.  The  goal  of  each  project  will  - 
be  to  explore,  test,  and  evaluate  the 
most  effective  ways  to  use  the  existing 
resources  available  for  citizen 
participation  in  local  planning,  under 
each  administration's  particular 
programs. 

Much  discussion  and  analysis  went 
into  this  decision  to  launch  development 
projects.  The  issue  of  providing  financial 
assistance  for  citizen  participation  in 
local  planning  was  clearly  the  most 
controversial  question  facing  the 
Department  during  the  development  of 
this  policy.  The  options  examined  by 
DOT  ran  the  gamut  from  the  possibility 
of  taking  no  action  to  the  possibility  of 
setting  aside  a  Departmental  fund  for  a 
comprehensive  program  under  which  the 
Department  would  disburse  money  to 
citizen's  groups  qualified  to  participate 
in  local  planning.  The  latter  option  was 
examined  because  it  was  specifically 
proposed  to  DOT  by  various  citizens' 
groups.  DOT  has  decided  that  it  would 
be  neither  appropriate  nor  feasible  for 
the  Department  to  provide  direct 
funding  to  citizens'  groups  participating 
in  local  planning.  DOT  did,  however, 
examine  and  discuss  other  methods 
whereby  financial  and  technical 
assistance  might  be  provided  to  help 
citizens  participate  in  local  planning. 
Specific  and  challenging  questions  arose 
during  these  discussions. 


A  few  of  these  questions:  Is 
participation  in  local  planning 
noticeably  enhanced  if  a  local  or 
regional  plaiming  agency  reimburses 
citizens  for  certain  expenses,  such  as 
baby-sitting  services,  transportation  to 
meetings,  or  clerical  costs?  Or  is 
participation  equally  effective  if  the 
planning  agency  provides  the  needed 
services,  which  is  usually  a  less  costly 
approach?  Could  planning  agencies  and 
citizens'  groups  work  together  to 
circulate  information  to  the  community, 
combining  the  agency's  resources  for 
printing,  mailing,  and  so  on,  with  the 
citizens'  access  to  the  residents  of  the 
community?  Could  planning  agencies 
effectively  work  through  neighborhood 
boards  and  grassroots  activists'  groups 
to  stimulate  citizen  participation  in  local 
planning?  Would  planning  agencies  be 
willing  to  provide  services  and  technical 
assistance  to  citizens'  groups?  Should 
planning  agencies  provide  direct 
financial  assistance  to  citizens'  groups 
so  that  these  groups  can  obtain 
professional  and  technical  advice  on 
key  issues  of  importance  to  them? 

Would  direct  financial  assistance 
enhance  the  quality  of  public 
participation  in  local  transportation 
planning?  Would  direct  financial 
assistance  enhance  the  public 
acceptability  of  planning  agencies' 
decisions?  Is  the  effectiveness  of  a 
citizens’  advisory  group  markedly 
increased  if  the  members  are  provided 
with  such  specific  resources  as 
advocacy  training,  staff  assistance,  and 
financial  assistance? 

Since  there  are  no  ready  answers  to 
these  questions,  the  Department  has 
decided  to  launch  development  projects 
to  test  innovative  approaches  and  to 
gather  needed  data  on  ways  to  provide 
technical  and  financial  assistance  to 
stimulate  citizen  participation  in  local 
planning.  The  development  projects  will 
be  lodged  in  the  operating 
administrations  because  each 
administration  must  work  within  the 
limits  of  its  own  programs,  procedures, 
mandates,  and  requirements  for  citizen 
participation  in  local  planning.  Each 
operating  administration  will  fund  its 
project  through  existing  resources.  In 
order  to  avoid  costly  duplication, 
coordination  among  the  administrations' 
development  projects  will  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  Office  of  Consumer 
Liaison  (OCL),  in  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary.  Each  operating 
administration's  development  project  m 
will  be  implemented  no  later  than 
October  1, 1981. 

The  Office  of  the  Secretary,  through 
its  Office  of  Consumer  Liaison,  will  be 
responsible  for:  (1)  overseeing  the 


implementation  of  the  Policy  statement 
and  the  final  guidelines;  (2)  coordinating 
the  operating  administrations’ 
development  projects:  (3)  providing 
technical  assistance  and  educational 
materials  to  affected  segments  of  the 
public;  and  (4)  coordinating 
Departmental  training  programs  and 
outreach  efforts  for  citizen 
participation. 

(1)  Overseeing  implementation  of  the 
Policy  Statement  and  the  final 
guidelines;  The  DOT  Work  Group  on 
Citizen  Participation  has  successfully 
completed  its  charge  to  develop  a 
comprehensive  DOT  policy,  as  well  as 
recommending  implementation  actions 
to  support  the  policy.  With  the  group’s 
mission  thus  accomplished,  the 
Department  believes  that  good 
management  practice  requires  that  this 
ad  hoc  committee  disband.  It  will, 
therefore,  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
Office  of  Consumer  Liaison  (OCL)  in  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary,  to  oversee 
implementation  of  the  Policy  Statement 
and  the  ensuing  DOT  Guidelines.  In 
discharging  this  responsibility,  OCL  will 
utilize  the  resources  of  the  ad  hoc  work 
group,  as  needed,  to  facilitate  contacts 
with  various  offices  having 
responsibilities  for  local  transportation 
planning.  In  dealing  with  overall 
Departmental  issues  bearing  on  citizen 
participation,  OCL  will  utilize  the 
permanent  mechanism  of  the  DOT 
Consumer  Policy  Coordinating  Council, 
established  in  July  1980  under  the  DOT 
Consumer  Program,  in  response  to 
Executive  Order  12160. 

(2)  Coordinating  the  operating 
administrations’ development  projects: 

In  order  to  provide  for  efficient 
coordination  among  the  operating 
administrations’  projects,  the  Office  of 
Consumer  Liaison  (OCL)  will  oversee 
the  designs  of  the  development  projects 
and  will  monitor  the  progress  of  these 
projects.  It  will  be  OCL’s  responsibility 
to  establish  criteria  assuring  that  the 
project  designs  are  valid,  that  they 
address  pertinent  issues  on  which  data 
are  needed,  and  that  they  avoid  costly 
duplication. 

(3)  Providing  technical  assistance  to 
affected  segments  of  the  public:  The 
Office  of  Consumer  Liaison  will  oversee 
implementation  of  the  Department’s 
responsibility  for  providing  technical 
assistance  to  various  persons,  groups, 

_  and  agencies  affected  by  the  Policy 
'  Statement  and  the  ensuing  Departmental 
Guidelines.  This  responsibility  will 
include  such  actions  as  preparing 
information  for  State,  regional,  and  local 
transportation  agencies,  describing 
noteworthy  examples  of  citizen 
participation  in  local  transportation 
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planning;  and  also  preparing 
educational  materials  for  citizens,  with 
explanations  of  DOTs  requirements  for 
public  involvement  opportunities. 

(4)  Coordinating  Departmental 
training  and  outreach  programs  for 
citizen  participation;  Several  DOT 
operating  administrations  have  already 
produced  training  projects  to  assist  their 
headquarters  and  field  staffs,  as  well  as 
State  and  local  transportation  planners, 
in  better  utilization  of  citizen 
involvement  techniques  and  outreach 
efforts.  The  Office  of  Consumer  Liaison 
will  be  responsible  for  working  with  the 
operating  administrations  to  coordinate 
and  enhance  these  existing  programs, 
with  a  view  to  making  them  available  to 
more  people  in  the  Department  and  the 
transportation  community. 

(Department  of  Transportation  Act,  49  U.S.C. 
1651  etseq.) 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the 
following  Policy  Statement  and 
Proposed  Guidelines  are  issued. 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.  on  October  22, 
1980. 

Neil  Goldschmidt, 

Secretary  of  Transportation. 

(4)  Policy  Statement  on  Citizen 
Participation  in  Local  Transportation 
Planning  * 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
policy  actively  supports  and  strongly 
encourages  citizen  participation  in  the 
development  of  Federal,  State,  regional, 
and  local  transportation  plans  and 
programs. 

Citizens'  rights  to  know  about  public 
issues  and  to  participate  in  the 
decisionmaking  process  are  inherent  in 


'  DOT  operating  administrations  which  do  not 
have  mandated  Federal-aid  programs  for  local 
transportation  planning  have  the  following  interests 
in  this  Policy  Statement; 

For  purposes  of  implementation  by  the  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  and  the 
Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration,  the 
phrase  "local  transportation  planning”  shall  be 
construed  to  mean  “projects  and  programs  which 
use  Department  of  Transportation  funds  and  which 
are  planned  with  the  involvement  of  local 
governments." 

The  Coast  Guard  has  no  programs  that  can  be 
described  specifically  as  local  transportation 
planning  projects,  but  does  have  rulemaking 
programs  concerned  with  marine  navigation  and 
safety,  and  marine  environmental  protection,  that 
can  affect  local  communities  or  local  marine 
transportation.  Techniques  and  procedures  to 
improve  citizen  participation  in  these  programs  will 
be  provided  for  under  the  Coast  Guard  Final 
Consumer  Affairs  Plan.  The  Coast  Guard  also  has 
ongoing  procedures  in  the  areas  of  recreational 
boating,  aids  to  navigation,  and  marine  environment 
where  citizen  concerns  will  continue  to  be  ' 
addressed  consistent  with  the  spirit  and  intent  of 
this  Policy  Statement. 

In  the  case  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway 
Development  Corporation,  this  Policy  Statement 
shall  apply  to  any  proposed  major  Federal  action 
significantly  affecting  the  environment. 


our  system  of  government.  To  ensure 
that  transportation  systems  and  projects 
are  in  the  best  overall  public  interest, 
and  that  all  concerns  are  adequately 
addressed,  citizens’  voices  should  be 
heard  when  a  community  makes  its 
transportation  plans. 

This  DOT  policy,  therefore,  recognizes 
and  reafHrms  the  right  and  the  need  for 
citizens  to  take  an  active  part  in 
transportation  decisions  affecting  their 
lives  and  their  communities. 

DOT  views  citizen  participation  in 
local  planning  as: 

•  an  essential  element  in  the 
development  of  transportation  programs 
and  decisions; 

•  a  resource  that  improves  decisions 
by  broadening  the  base  of  information 
which  is  considred  by  public  officials; 

•  a  tool  for  influencing  agency 
decisions  so  that  they  respond  to  public 
needs  and  protect  the  rights  of  all  to  be 
heard. 

Citizen  participation  is  useful  and 
effective  when  citizens  are  brought  into 
the  planning  process  during  the  earliest 
stages  and  when  planners  and  officials 
continue  to  inform  citizens  and  to  ask 
for  ther  views  during  all  stages  of  the 
planning  and  development  process. 

It  is  through  the  combined  and 
continuing  efforts  of  officials,  citizens, 
and  planners  that  a  community 
produces  rational,  workable,  and 
satisfying  transportation  plans,  thus 
assuring  the  fullest  benefits  from  the  use 
of  public  funds. 

Goal  of  This  Policy 

The  goal  of  this  policy  is  to  help 
commimities  plan  transportation 
systems  that  are  safe,  efficient,  cost- 
effective,  energy-efficient, 
environmentally  satisfactory,  and 
responsive  to  the  needs  of  the  broadest 
range  of  citizens.  DOT  firmly  believes 
that  the  people  who  use  a  transportation 
system,  or  are  affected  by  it,  should 
have  a  voice  in  deciding  the  “where,” 
the  “what,”  and  the  “when”  of  the 
modes  that  move  in  their  community. 

Roles  in  the  Planning  Process 

In  communities  where  transportation 
planning  is  most  effective  and 
satisfactory,  active  citizen  participation 
is  part  of  the  planning  process.  Active 
citizen  participation  exists  where 
officials,  citizens,  and  agency  staffs 
work  together,  with  each  group  playing 
its  specific  role  in  the  planning  process. 

The  Role  of  Officials  Includes: 

Assuring  that  citizens  will  receive 
adequate  opportunity  to  participate; 

Assuring  that  information  presented 
to  citizens  is  clear,  complete,  and  timely; 


Listening  attentively  to  citizens’ 
views; 

Giving  full  consideration  and 
response  to  citizens’  concerns, 
comments,  and  recommendations. 

The  Role  of  Citizens  Includes: 

Devoting  time  and  effort  to 
participate; 

Learning  about  the  planning  process 
and  the  needs  of  all  sectors  in  the 
community; 

Contributing  fi^m  their  special 
knowledge  of  the  community; 

Identifying  problems; 

Reviewing  plans  and  proposing 
alternatives. 

The  Role  of  Agency  Staffs  Includes: 

Expending  time  and  effort  necessary 
to  work  with  citizens; 

Keeping  citizens  informed; 

Providing  adequate  technical  support; 

Involving  citizens  at  all  stages 
throughout  the  planning  process; 

Making  a  conscientious  effort  to  get 
needed  information  from  citizens. 

To  achieve  active  citizen  participation 
in  local  planning,  these  roles  should  be 
incorporated  fully  into  the  planning 
process  by  every  Federal,  State, 
regional,  and  local  agency  that  uses 
DOT  funds  in  providing  transportation 
facilities  or  services.  [Key  elements  of 
an  active  citizen  participation  effort  are 
identified  and  explained  in  the  Proposed 
Guidelines  which  are  being  issued  with 
this  Policy  Statement.] 

Implementation  of  This  Policy 

In  implementing  this  policy,  DOT  and 
its  operating  administrations  will — 

Promote  an  atmosphere  within 
government  which  encourages  citizen 
participation  in  local  planning  by 
providing  training,  technical  assistance, 
and  technology  sharing  for  officials  and 
staff  members  of  DOT  and  State, 
regional,  and  local  transportation 
agencies; 

Assist  citizens  and  their  organizations 
by  sponsoring  outreach,  information/ 
education,  technical  assistance  and, 
where  appropriate,  financial  assistance 
to  help  citizens  participate  in  local 
planning  and  project  development; 

Support  this  Policy  Statement  by 
monitoring  the  progress  of  required 
citizen  participation  in  State  and  local 
transportation  planning  and  project 
development; 

Assure  full  compliance  with  citizen 
participation  requirements. 
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(5)  Proposed  Guidelines  on  Citizen 
Participation  in  Local  Transportation 
Planning  ‘ 

Introduction 

When  examining  the  best  way  to 
implement  its  policy  on  citizen 
participation,  DOT  balanced  two 
important  priorities: 

(1)  to  ensure  that  citizens  in  every 
community  have  the  opportunity  to  be 
involved  actively  in  local  transportation 
planning  efforts  in  their  area;  and 

(2)  to  allow  the  implementors  of  this 
policy — Federal,  State,  local,  and 
regional  transportation  planning 
agencies — sufficient  flexibility  to  tailor 
citizen  participation  programs  to  their 
communities  and  to  the  specific 
transportation  plans  being  developed. 

What  evolved  are  guidelines  which 
identify  and  describe  key  elements 
which  should  be  part  of  an  active  citizen 
participation  effort.  In  the  beginning  of 
each  major  section,  DOT  describes 
certain  minimum  citizen  participation 
principles  and  later  provides  suggestions 
on  how  these  principles  might  be 
applied  to  speciHc  citizen  participation 
techniques. 

These  guidelines  are  written  to  allow 
transportation  planning  agencies 
considerable  flexibility,  yet  at  the  same 
time  let  these  agencies  know  what  is 
expected  of  them.  DOTs  operating 
administrations  will  issue  more  specific 
guidance  relating  to  their  own  programs. 
DOT'S  operating  administrations  will 
also  be  responsible  for  ensuring  that 
DOT’S  Policy  Statement  is  followed  and 
the  guidelines  are  implemented  to  the 
fullest  extent  in  their  program  areas. 


'  DOT  operating  administrations  which  do  not 
have  mandated  Federal-aid  programs  for  local 
transportation  planning  have  the  following  interests 
in  these  Proposed  Guidelines. 

For  purposes  of  implementation  by  the  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  and  the 
Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration,  the 
phrase  “local  transportaUon  planning”  shall  be 
construed  to  mean  “projects  and  programs  which 
use  Department  of  Transportation  funds  and  which 
are  planned  with  the  involvement  of  local 
governments." 

The  Coast  Guard  has  no  programs  that  can  be 
described  specifically  as  local  transportation 
planning  projects,  but  does  have  rulemaking 
programs  concerned  with  marine  navigation  and 
safety,  and  marine  environmental  protection,  that 
can  affect  local  communities  or  local  marine 
transportation.  Techniques  and  procedures  to 
improve  citizen  participation  in  these  programs  will 
be  provided  for  under  the  Coast  Guard  Final 
Consumer  Affairs  Plan.  The  Coast  Guard  also  has 
ongoing  procedures  in  the  areas  of  recreational 
boating,  aids  to  navigation,  and  marine  environment 
where  citizen  concerns  will  continue  to  be 
addressed  consistent  with  the  spirit  and  intent  of 
these  Proposed  Guidelines. 

in  the  case  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway 
Development  Corporation,  these  Proposed 
Guidelines  shall  apply  to  any  proposed  major 
Federal  action  significantly  affecting  the  ^ 
environment. 


These  guidelines  apply  to  ail 
transportation  planning  and 
development  programs  which  involve 
the  use  of  DOT  fimds  (see  Appendixes 
A  and  B).  The  term  “lead  planning 
agency”  means  the  Federal,  State,  local, 
or  regional  body  which  has  primary 
responsibility  for  transportation 
planning. 

Characteristics  of  Citizen  Participation 

Citizen  participation  is  an  open 
process  which  seeks  out  and  encourages 
early  and  continuous  public  involvement 
throughout  the  development  of 
transportation  plans  and  projects.  It  is 
not  a  single  event  or  even  a  series  of 
events;  but  part  of  a  coordinated  effort 
to  develop  a  transportation  plan  which 
responds  to  community  needs  and  has  a 
wide  degree  of  public  acceptance. 

Citizen  particjipation  is  an  integral  part 
of  the  overallJtransportation  planning 
process,  and  is  most  effective  during  the 
early  planning  stages  before  concepts/ 
directions  have  been  set  and  while  the 
largest  number  of  alternatives  are  under 
consideration.  Citizen  participation 
provides  the  mechanism  whereby 
planning  staff  and  citizen  partihipants 
can  freely  exchange  information,  ideas, 
and  values. 

Citizen  participation  does  not 
eliminate  conflict  but  it  allows  conflict 
to  surface  early  enough  in  the  process 
that  alternatives  can  be  explored  in  a 
spirit  of  cooperation  rather  than 
confrontation.  A  transportation  plan 
which  is  developed  “with”  the  public  is 
apt  to  have  greater  public  support  than 
one  that  is  designed  “for”  the  public. 

/.  Commitment 

Agency  commitment  to  the  principles 
of  citizen  participation  is  at  the  heart  of 
any  successful  citizen  involvement 
program.  Such  commitment  recognizes 
that  a  planning  agency  may  not  have  all 
the  answers,  that  the  public  has  the  right 
to  participate  in  the  planning  process, 
and  that  the  planning  agency  has  the 
duty  to  inform  and  involve  the  public 
and  to  respond  to  public  concerns  on 
transportation  planning  issues. 

Admittedly,  commitment  is  not 
something  which  can  be  regulated 
because  commitment  to  a  large  extent 
involves  personal  attitudes  of  planners 
anci  decisionmakers.  However, 
commitment  does  have  certain  visible 
measuring  sticks  such  as  the  openness 
of  the  process,  the  adequacy  of 
information  prepared  for  the  public  on 
the  planning  effort,  the  degree  to  which 
citizen  participation  is  integrated  into 
the  overall  transportation  planning 
process,  the  level  of  staffing  and  funding 
devoted  to  citizen  participation,  and  the 


extent  to  which  an  agency  responds  to 
public  suggestions. 

Developing  a  Plan  for  Participation 

Just  as  architects  and  engineers  draw 
up  blueprints  and  plans  for  the 
construction  of  a  subway  or  roadway,  so 
too  should  lead  planning  agencies, 
working  with  its  community,  develop  a 
plan  for  how  and  when  citizens  will  be 
involved  in  each  transportation  planning 
and  project  development  activity. 
Without  such  plans,  agency  citizen 
participation  efforts  can  become  too 
haphazard  and  can  run  the  risk  of 
allowing  too  little  time  for  public 
understanding  of  the  issues.  Citizen  and 
community  leaders  can  be  helpful  and 
should  participate  in  developing  a  plan 
for  citizen  involvement  and  in 
identifying  community  transportation 
goals.  A  public  participation  plan  should 

Clearly  define  agency  transportation 
goals  and  objectives; 

Be  integrated  fully  into  the  overall 
planning  process; 

Identify  legal  requirements  and 
constraints  which  influence  the  scope  of 
citizen  participation; 

Identify  key  issues  and  decision 
points  and  how  they  relate  to  citizen 
participation  activities; 

Describe  citizen  participation 
mechanisms  to  be  used  and  the  timing  of 
such  efforts;  including  efforts  to  notify 
the  public  and  informational  materials 
which  will  be  prepared  for  the  public; 

Establish  procedures  for  considering 
public  comments  and  responding  to 
those  comments; 

Commit  adequate  resources,  including 
staff,  money  for  printing,  meeting  rooms, 
transcripts  and  minutes, 
announcements,  graphics  and  technical 
assistance,  where  needed; 

Provide  for  periodic  evaluation  of 
effectiveness  of  the  citizen  participation 
program  in  order  to  identify  weaknesses 
and  modify  participation  efforts  when 
necessary. 

Identifying  Public  Participants 

It  is  important  to  identify  those  groups 
and  individuals  who  may  be  interested 
in  and/or  affected  by  transportation 
planning  programs  or  projects.  A  list  of 
people  to  be  informed  about  a  planning 
activity  should  be  developed  at  the 
beginning  of  the  planning  process  and 
expanded  regularly  during  the  process 
as  new  groups  and  individuals  are 
identified  and  new  alternatives 
considered.  This  list  should  also  include 
people  who  have  been  involved  in  past 
transportation  planning  activities. 
Depending  on  the  scope  of  the  particular 
planning  effort,  the  affected  community 
may  range  from  a  neighborhood  to  a 
large  region.  Care  should  be  taken  to 
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identify  a  broad  range  of  participants 
representing  different  sectors  of  the 
community.  Certainly,  special  efforts 
should  be  made  to  notify  personally 
those  who  might  be  affected  directly  by 
specific  transportation  alternatives,  such 
as  people  living  in  potential 
transportation  corridors. 

Depending  on  the  nature  of  the 
transportation  planning  activity, 
planning  agencies  might  want  to  consult 
with  the  following  groups  and 
organizations  in  identifying  public 
participants: 

Other  government  and  public  service 
agencies,  including  agencies  serving  the 
handicapped,  elderly,  low  income, 
disadvantaged  and  minority 
communities; 

Civic  and  neighborhood  association; 

Consumer  and  public  interest  groups; 

Environmental  groups; 

Religious  and  ethnic  groups; 

Business  groups; 

CivU  rights  organizations; 

Labor  organizations; 

Groups  representing  handicapped 
citizens; 

Merchants  and  small  business 
organizations. 

Informing  the  Public 

The  public  can  contribute  most 
effectively  in  the  local  transportation 
planning  process  when  they  are 
provided  with  accurate,  understandable, 
timely,  and  relevant  information  on 
transportation  planning  issues. 
Information  efforts  should  be  an  on¬ 
going  part  of  the  citizen  participation 
process  ffom  the  exploration  of 
transportation  altenatives  through  the 
implementation  stage  of  a  project.  The 
lead  agency  should  make  sure  that  the 
information  reaches  the  public  early 
enough  in  the  process  to  permit  their 
active  participation.  The  planning 
agency  should  make  the  implications  of 
the  various  alternatives  clear  to  the 
public  so  that  they  may  make  informed 
decisions  on  whether  or  not  to 
participate. 

Because  many  information  activities 
take  time  to  prepare  and  to  arrange,  lead 
planning  agencies  should  build  the 
necessary  time  requirements  into  the 
public  participation  plan.  All  public 
information  documents  or 
announcements  should  identify  a  person 
to  contact  for  further  information. 

In  addition  to  providing  the  public 
with  information  on  specific  planning 
activities,  lead  planning  agencies  might 
also  consider  providing  the  public  with 
an  overview  of  all  transportation 
planning  activities  on  a  regular  basis, 
perhaps  once  a  year  through  an  annual 
report. 


Notifying  the  Public.  The  public 
should  be  notified  well  in  advance  of 
speciBc  planning  and  citizen 
participation  activities  so  that  they  may 
have  enough  time  to  respond  to  agency 
questions  and  proposals.  Background 
information  on  planning  issues  should 
be  made  available  and  advertised  well 
in  advance  of  decision  points  and  public 
participation  activities.  It  is  important  to 
make  announcements  concerning 
planned  activities  relevant  to  the  public 
and  to  avoid  the  use  of  technical  jargon 
wherever  possible.  Agencies  should  use 
a  variety  of  mechanisms  for  getting  the 
word  out  to  the  public;  for  example: 

Direct  mailings; 

Public  service  announcements. 

Display  ads  in  newspapers; 

Announcements  on  public  transit 
vehicles  and  at  transit  stops; 

Community  bulletin  boards; 

Radio  and  TV  talk  shows; 

Agency  and  community  newspapers; 

Flyers; 

Inserts  in  local  papers. 

Keeping  the  Public  Informed.  One 
way  to  maintain  the  interest  and 
involvement  of  the  general  public  is  to 
provide  regular  updates  on  planning 
activities  and  problems.  This  is 
especially  important  for  long-term 
planning  efforts  in  which  the  public  may 
lose  interest  or  conffdence  in  the  agency 
if  they  are  not  kept  apprised  on-going 
activities.  Planning  agencies  can  do  this 
with  the  various  mechanism  mentioned 
above. 

Types  of  Information.  Different  public 
sectors  have  different  information 
needs.  For  instance,  residents  who  might 
be  affected  by  a  transportation  proposal 
will  want  to  Imow  what  the  project  will 
do  to  their  neighborhood,  or  how  it  will 
affect  their  own  transportation.  A  mere 
description  of  the  proposal  will  not 
necessarily  provide  them  with  enough 
information  to  form  opinions  and 
judgments.  Merchants  will  also  have 
special  needs.  Those  involved  in 
environmental,  social,  and 
transportation  issues  may  need  more 
technical  data  and  assistance  to  help 
them  in  exploring  and  assessing  various 
transportation  alternatives. 

Agencies  might  consider  a  variety  of 
mechanisms  to  meet  these  different 
information  needs,  such  as  simple  fact 
sheets  for  a  general  audience  and  more 
detailed  brochures  and  technical  reports 
for  individuals  and  businesses  who 
might  be  affected  by  a  proposed 
transportation  alternative. 

Background  papers  on  how  the 
planning  process  works,  how  the  public 
can  participate,  a  description  of  specific 
issues,  key  decision  points  and  sources 
to  contact  for  further  information  can  be 
very  helpful  to  citizen  participants.  Such 


papers  might  describe  the  social, 
economic,  and  environmental 
implications  on  each  alternative.  Any 
information  which  an  agency  produces 
should  be  written  to  solicit  public  input, 
not  to  sell  a  particular  proposal. 

Packaging  Information.  Agencies 
should  be  careful  to  prepare  information 
with  the  general  public  in  mind. 
Information  should  contain  as  httle 
technical  jargon  as  possible.  When 
technical  terms  have  to  be  used,  they 
should  be  defined  as  clearly  as  possible. 
The  use  of  maps  and  other  graphics  can 
aid  considerably  in  public 
understanding  of  the  alternatives. 

Making  Effective  Use  of  the  Media. 
Establishing  working  relationships  with 
people  both  in  print  and  broadcast 
media  can  be  invaluable  resource  for 
transmitting  information  to  the  public.  In 
many  ways,  the  press  shares  some  of 
the  same  information  needs  as  the 
general  public.  For  example,  planning 
agencies  should  be  prepared  to  explain 
to  editors  and  broadcasters  in  clear, 
concise  language  what  impact  certain 
proposals  might  have  on  the  community. 

Planning  agencies  can  deal  more 
easily  with  the  press  by  learning  their 
deadlines  and  procedures  and  working 
with  them.  A  press  briefing  should  not 
be  planned  for  3:00  when  die  paper's 
deadline  is  3:30.  Also  be  mindful  of  the 
deadlines  for  weekly  and  community 
papers. 

Lead  planning  agencies  can  provide 
information  to  the  press  in  a  variety  of 
ways — ^letters,  informal  telephone 
contact,  press  releases,  press  briefings. 
Planning  agencies  should  keep  press 
releases  brief  (no  more  than  two  double- 
spaced  typed  pages),  but  have 
additional  background  information 
available.  Planning  agencies  should  be 
open  in  their  dealings  with  the  press  and 
be  careful  to  avoid  misunderstandings. 
Agencies  should  also  be  careful  not  to 
overcontact  the  media  with  insignificant 
items,  or  else  the  big  issues  may  not 
receive  the  attention  they  deserve. 

Cover  ail  aspects  of  the  issues  when 
they  are  controversial  or  could  cause 
problems.  Agencies  might  also  work 
with  editors  in  developing  a  calendar  of 
public  meetings  and  hearings. 

Radio  and  TV  talk  shows  can  help  to 
air  the  issues  especially  if  an  agency 
official  can  respond  to  questions  on  the 
air  or  to  subsequent  inquiries  in  the 
office.  Public  television  is  also  opening 
new  opportunities  for  getting 
information  to  the  public.  Planning 
agency  officials  might  get  involved  in 
structured  panels,  single  presentations, 
or  even  some  type  of  polling  situation 
via  public  TV.  Ptiblic  TV  might  also  be 
interested  in  televising  public  meetings. 
Whenever  possible,  let  the  public  know 


71950  Federal  Register  /  Vol.  45,  No.  212  /  Thursday,  October  30,  1980  /  Notices 


in  advance  when  agency  officials  will 
discuss  issues  on  radio  or  TV. 

Paid  Advertisements.  Because  the 
public  often  does  not  take  note  of  legal 
notices  in  the  classified  section  of  the 
newspaper,  agencies  might  consider 
paying  for  a  display  ad  on  important 
planning  activities.  Radio  and  TV 
stations  sometimes  provide  public 
service  announcements  on  planned 
meetings.  Here,  again,  agencies  should 
keep  in  mind  copy  deadlines. 

Access.  The  planning  process  should 
be  open.  This  means  that  citizens  should 
have  the  opportunity  to  review 
appropriate  technical  documents, 
including  technical  memorandums/ 
assumptions  on  the  various  alternatives 
while  a  project  is  still  under 
consideration  and  before  decisions  have 
been  made.  To  fhe  extent  possible, 
major  documents  such  as  draft 
environmental  impact  statements, 
technical  memorandums,  narrative 
reports,  position  papers,  and  alternative 
analysis  documents  should  be  open  for 
public  viewing  at  various  locations  in 
the  community  such  as  public  libraries, 
city  halls,  neighborhood  centers,  project 
site  field  offices,  planning  agency 
offices,  eta  Local  agencies  should  make 
the  public  feel  at  ease  in  reviewing  such 
documents  and  should  provide  staff 
assistance  to  answer  technical 
questions.  Citizens  should  be  made 
aware  of  the  availability  of  such 
materials. 

Fees  for  Copying.  Wherever  possible, 
lead  planning  agencies  should  make 
copies  of  relevant  documents  available 
to  the  public  free  of  charge.  If  charges 
must  be  made,  they  should  be  set  as  low 
as  possible. 

Conferences.  When  the  lead  planning 
agency  sponsors  conferences/activities 
which  impact  the  general  citizenry  of  the 
area,  it  should  invite  the  public  and  try 
to  make  provisions  for  waiving  any 
conference  fee. 

Working  With  the  Public 

Public  information  is  a  means  of 
generating  public  understanding  of  the 
issues  and  notifying  them  of 
participation  opportunities.  Participation 
occurs  when  the  agency  starts  working 
with  the  community  to  explore  the 
issues,  exchange  views,  and  select 
alternatives. 

While  involvement  efforts  may 
include  public  hearings  and  advisory 
groups,  they  should  not  be  limited  to 
such  formal  mechanisms.  In  fact,  public 
hearings,  though  often  required  by  law, 
when  used  alone  may  not  be  the  most 
effective  means  of  influencing  planning 
decisions.  Tlie  agency  should  use 
mechanisms  tailored  to  the  existing 
community  and  which  will  involve  the 


widest  range  of  the  interested  public. 
These  efforts  may  and  should  take 
several  forms  such  as  using  existing 
community  resources  (neighborhood 
councils,  meetings  of  local  groups),  town 
meetings,  public  meetings  and 
workshops,  surveys,  telephone  hotlines, 
speakers'  bureaus,  citizen  advocates, 
and  ombudsmen.  Lead  plaiming 
agencies  should  examine  existing  citizen 
participation  literature  to  help  them 
decide  the  best  participation 
mechanisms  for  their  communities. 

Any  public  participation  mechanism 
should  be  used  at  times  and  places 
convenient  to  the  public.  Whenever 
possible,  public  meetings  should  be  held 
generally  during  non-work  hours,  such 
as  evenings  and  weekends,  and  at 
locations  which  are  accessible  to  public 
transportation  before  and  after  the 
meeting  times.  Meeting  places  should  be 
accessible  to  elderly  and  handicapped 
persons;  special  arrangements  should 
also  be  made  for  those  with  hearing  and 
sight  impairments.  Agencies  should 
provide  appropriate  security 
arrangements  and  they  might  consider 
providing  transportation  and  nursery 
services  to  make  it  easier  for  citizens  to 
participate. 

Effective  involvement  activities  occur 
early  enough  in  the  process  to  ensure 
that  the  public’s  options  are  not  limited 
and  to  permit  agency  response  to  the 
public  before  decisions  are  made.  The 
public  should  be  notified  well  in 
advance  so  they  have  time  to  study  the 
issues. 

Agencies  should  inform  participants 
about  special  meeting  procedures  and 
tell  the  public  how  it  intends  to  respond 
to  public  suggestions. 

These  activities  should  be  conducted 
in  a  fashion  which  promotes  the 
exchange  of  ideas  and  should 
specifically  avoid  a  defensive  posture  on 
the  part  of  the  agency.  Technical  staff 
should  be  available  to  answer  questions 
about  specific  proposals  and  to  explore 
alternatives  suggested  by  citizens. 

When  participation  activities  are 
announced,  notices  should  identify 
matters  to  be  discussed,  the  format  of 
the  discussion,  what  printed  information 
is  available,  and  how  to  obtain  it.  When 
an  agency  has  reached  tentative 
conclusions,  they  should  be  stated  in  the 
notice.  The  agency  should  identify  any 
significant  areas  in  which  they  are  most 
desirous  of  public  comment. 

Advisory  Groups 

Planning  agencies  now  use  a  variety 
of  task  forces,  committees  and  boards  to 
assist  them  in  making  planning 
decisions.  When  used  effectively,  such 
groups  can  be  an  important  element  of 
the  citizen  participation  process.  While 


the  scope  and  purposes  of  these  groups 
may  vary,  certain  basic  procedures 
should  be  followed.  Care  should  be 
taken  to  achieve  a  balanced 
membership  in  terms  of  socio-economic, 
racial,  sexual  and  geographic 
distribution.  For  permanent  or  long  term 
committees,  appointments  to  the 
advisory  groups  should  be  made  on  a 
staggered  basis  to  provide  for 
continuity.  The  goals,  role,  and 
limitations  of  such  groups  should  be 
clearly  defined  to  avoid  confusion  and 
frustration.  If  the  life  expectancy  of  the 
group  is  short,  this  should  be  clearly 
stated.  Planning  agencies  should  provide 
adequate  staff  support  to  enable 
advisory  group  members  to  analyze  fully 
pending  issues.  Information  should  be 
presented  to  advisory  groups  early  and 
throughout  the  process  so  that  the 
agencies  can  have  the  benefit  of  group 
views  in  making  decisions.  Agencies 
should  not  expect  advisory  groups  to 
appprove  automatically  or  “rubber 
stamp’’  agency  recommendations;  nor 
should  advisory  groups  expect  to  make 
final  decisions.  However,  agencies 
should  seriously  consider  group 
recommendations  and  respond  to 
advisory  group  suggestions  and  let 
members  know  why  certain  suggestions 
were  or  were  not  used.  Meetings  of 
advisory  groups  should  be  held  at 
convenient  times  and  places  for  group 
members,  and  these  meetings  should  be 
advertised  and  open  to  the  public. 

In  selecting  advisory  group  members, 
lead  planning  agencies  should  consult 
with  community  leaders  and  advertise 
openings  on  the  advisory  group.  General 
advisory  groups  should  have  a  balanced 
representation  including  elected 
officials,  business  interests,  public 
interest  groups,  technical  advisors,  and 
citizen  representatives. 

.Citizen  advisory  groups  should  be 
composed  of  representative  cross- 
section  of  citizens,  with  a  mix  of  people 
according  to  age,  race,  sex.  and 
geographic  distribution.  Low-income 
and  handicapped  people  should  be 
represented  on  such  groups.  In  addition 
to  advising  the  planning  agency,  citizen 
advisory  groups  might  also  be  used  for 
community  outreach  efforts.  Planning 
agencies  and  transit  boards  might  also 
consider  using  advisory  groups  members 
to  serve  as  ex-officio  members  of  policy 
committees  and  boards.  Such  formal 
groups  could  benefit  from  having  the 
views  of  transit  users  and  other 
representatives  citizens. 

Considering  and  Responding  to  Public 
Comments 

People  are  apt  to  have  different  views 
on  how  to  meet  transportation  needs 
and  how  to  solve  specific  transportation 
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problems.  While  a  planning  agency 
cannot  always  mesh  conflicting  views,  it 
should  demonstrate,  in  its  decisions  and 
in  its  actions,  that  it  has  fully 
understood  and  considered  public 
concerns.  Agencies  should  establish 
procedures  for  collecting,  analyzing, 
considering,  and  responding  to  public 
comment. 

Planning  agencies  receive  public 
comments  from  various  sources — 
including  telephone  conversations, 
letters,  public  meetings  and  workshops, 
informal  contacts  with  citizens,  surveys, 
and  public  hearings.  Data  from  all  these 
sources  should  be  collated  and  analyzed 
so  that  public  suggestions  may  be 
considered  by  transportation  planning 
staff  and  decisionmakers.  Such  analysis 
should  identify  segments  of  the 
community  which  participated  (e.g., 
a^ected  residents,  citizen  groups, 
business,  other  government  agencies], 
summarize  meaningful  public  comments 
(both  majority  and  minority  points  of 
view),  and  explain  how  they  relate  to 
the  decisions  to  be  made.  Such  a 
summary  can  serve  as  a  valuable  tool 
for  decisionmakers  in  gauging  possible 
public  reaction  and/or  acceptance  to 
pending  decisions.  Such  summaries 
should  be  prepared  during  each  major 
planning  phase,  and  perhaps  more  often 
when  the  process  extends  over  a  long 


period  of  time.  Public  comments  and  the 
analysis  of  the  comments  should  be  Hied 
in  a  central  location  and  be  available  for 
public  inspection  on  request. 

Agencies  should  also  respond  to  those 
who  participated  in  planning  efforts  and 
indicate  how  public  suggestions  were 
used  or  why  their  suggestions  could  not 
be  accommodated.  This  can  be  done  by 
personal  letter  when  there  are  a  small 
number  of  participants.  However,  when 
there  are  a  large  number  of  participants, 
agencies  may  find  it  easiest  to  send  a 
summary  of  comments  and  responses  to 
all  those  who  participated.  The  key  is 
letting  participants  see  the  results  of 
their  involvement.  Citizens  still  may  not 
agree  with  all  planning  decisions,  but 
they  may  understand  the  decisions 
better  if  they  know  why  certain  options 
were  or  were  not  chosen.  Citizens  will 
also  be  more  apt  to  participate  in  future 
planning  activities  if  they  know  that 
their  recommendations  are  given  serious 
consideration.  Such  summaries  may  also 
be  helpful  to  DOT  in  reviewing 
transportation  planning  efforts. 

(6)  Appendixes:  DOT  Requirements  for 
Citizens  Participating  in  Local 
Transportation  Planning 

Introduction 

Part  I  of  Appendix  A  lists  those  DOT 


Federal-aid  programs  which  have 
statutory  and/or  regulatory 
requirements  for  citizen  participation. 
These  programs  are  listed  by  DOT 
operating  element  and  each  program  is 
designated  by  the  title  and  number  • 
assigned  to  it  in  the  “Catalog  of  Federal 
Domestic  Assistance”  (CFDA),  a  volume 
which  includes  all  domestic  programs 
involving  Federal  grants  and  financial 
assistance,  published  by  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget.  Part  II  of 
Appendix  A  gives  brief  explanations  of 
how  Federal-aid  programs  are 
administered  in  various  DOT  operating 
administrations. 

Appendix  B  lists  those  requirements 
which  are  not  specific  to  particular 
Federal-aid  programs.  This  Appendix, 
however,  does  not  include  opportunities 
for  public  involvement  such  as  notice 
and  comment  and  public  hearing 
requirements  under  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act,  5  U.S.C.  551  et  seg., 
petitions  for  the  promulgation  of  a  rule, 
private  citizens’  suits  to  compel  agency 
compliance  with  a  statutory 
requirement,  and  public  representation 
on  Federal  advisory  committees. 
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Part  V— Office  of  the  Secretary  (OSTi 


Program.  CFDA  number. 

statutory  CP  requirements 

Monitoring/evaluation  of 

Regulatory  CP  requirements 

Monitoring/evaluation  of 

Funding 

authorization 

statutory  requirements 

regulatory  requremeots 

Part  1. — Federal  Aviation  Adminisiration  (.FAAi 

Program,  CFDA  number. 

Statutory  CP  requirements 

Monitoring/evaluaiion  of 

Regulatory  CP  requirements 

Monitoring/evaluation  of 

FurxSng 

authorization 

statutory  requirements 

regulatory  requirements 

1 .  Airport  Development  Aid 

Public  hearings  or  an  opportunity 

When  requested,  project  sponsor 

a.  Before  submitting  a  request  tor 

If  a  hearing  is  held,  sponsor  must 

a  No  specific 

Program,*  No.  20.102,  Pub.  L 

for  public  hearings  to  consider 

Shan  submit  a  copy  of  hearing 

aid,  the  spc'sor  must  afford  an 

provide  to  the  Administrator  a 

provisions. 

91  -258,  as  amended,  49  U.S.C. 

economic,  social,  and 

transcript  to  the  Secretary.  49 

opportunity  tor  a  public  hearing. 

summary  of  issues  raised. 

1701  etseq. 

environmental  effects  of  an 

use.  17t6(d)(2). 

14  CFR  152.117  (45  FR  34789, 

alternatives  considered. 

airport  location,  an  airport 

5/22/80).  See  also  Airport 

coiKlusions  reached  and 

runway,  or  a  runway  extension 

Environmental  Handbook  (FAA 

stated  reasons.  Upon  request. 

49  u  s  e.  1716(bK1) 

• 

Order  5050.4,  Chapters  2.18, 

a  verbatim  transcript  must  be 

5.49  (45  FR  56627,  56646,  8/ 

furnished  to  the  Administrator. 

25/80. 

49  CFR  152.117(0). 

b.  FAA  Order  1050.1C.  "Policies 

If  a  heanng  required  by  49  U.S.C. 

b.  No  specihe 

and  Propedures  for  Considering 

1716(d)<1)  is  not  held  the 

provisions. 

Environmental  Impacts,’* 

sponsor  must  certify  that  rrotxre 

Appendix  6.  incorporates 

of  opportunity  for  a  hociring 

requirements  of  49  U.S.C. 

was  provided  but  no  request 

1716(d)(1)  (45  FR  2269,  1/10/ 

for  a  hearing  was  received  (49 

2.  Airport  Planning  Grant 

Program.*  No.  20.103,  Pub.  L. 

Project  grants  to  planning 
agencies  to  develop  airport 

Citizen  participation  aspects  of 
the  plan  are  evaluated  in  the 

60).  CcimpliarKe  with  FAA 

Order  5050.4  above,  assures 
compliance  with  FAA  Order 
1050.1C.  (See  Appendix  B. 
under  section  for  Federal 
Aviation  Adminstration  for  a 
description  of  FAA  Oder 
1050.1C). 

U.S.C.  416(f). 

Funding  is 
available  as 

91-258,  as  amended.  49  U.S.C. 

master  plans  and  systems 

same  context  as  other 

integral  part  of 

1713. 

plans.  Citizen  participation  not 

elements  that  were  funded 

the  planf>ir>g 

^ndatory  but  strong 

under  the  grant:  engineering. 

process  if 

encouraged. 

traffic  forecasting,  financial 

proposed  by 

planning,  etc.  the  sponsor. 


’Authorization  expired  9/30/80. 
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Appendix  k.— Federal-Aid  Requirements  (or  Gtizen  Participation  (.CP)  in  Local  Transportation  Planning 

Part  1.— federal  Highway  Administration  tFHWA) 

Program.  CFDA  number,  Statutory  CP  requirements  Monitoring/evaluation  of  Regulatory  CP  requirements  Monitoring/evaluation  of  Funding 

autborization  statutory  requirements  regulatory  requirements 


Federal-Aid  Highway  Planning 
Research  and  Development 
Pub.  L  8S-767,  as  amended 
(Federal-Aid  Highway  Program), 
No  20  205.  23  U  S  C.  101  et 
seq. 


a  State  highway  department 
submitting  plans  for  certain 
Federal-aid  highway  projects 
shall  afford  the  opportunity  for 
public  hearings. 


Copy  of  hearing  transcript  to  be 
submitted  to  FHWA.  23  U.S.C. 
12e(b). 


b.  State  highway  department 
submitting  plans  for  an 
Interstate  system  project  Shalt 
afford  the  opportunity  for 
hearings  for  affected  rural  area 
residents  to  object  23.  U.S.C. 
128(a). 


a.  Planning  process  must  include 
provisions  to  ensure  public 
involvement  23  CFR 
450.120(a)(3):  Appendix  B, 
Advisory  Information  on 
Planning  lor  Elderly  and 
Handicapped  Persons, 
emphasizes  that  ekterty  and 
handicapped  persons  are  to  be 
included  in  the  planning 
process. 


b.  Regulatiorts  on  Process 
Guidelines  require  public 
participation  in  the 
development  of  State 
environmental  action  plans  and 
as  part  of  those  plans  the 
establishment  of  public 
involvement  proc^ures 
covering  the  entire  highway 
development  process.  23  CFR 
795.10. 

c.  Public  notification  and,  in 
appropriate  instances, 
opportunity  for  public 
participation  in  the  assessment 
of  environmental  impacts  of 
highway  projects.  23  CFR  771. 

d.  Public  hearings  or  an 
opportunity  for  public  hearings 
required  during  the 
consideration  of  highway 
location  and  design  proposals. 
49  O^R  790.  Corridor  public 
hearings  also  required.  (Applies 
to  highway  agencies  which 
have  not  developed  approved 
Action  Plans,  pursuant  to  49 
CFR  795.10). 


Each  State  highway  agency  has 
developed  an  “Action  Plan" 
which  outlines  procedures  and 
responsibilities  lor  the 
involvement  of  other  agencies 
and  the  public.  FHWA  reviews 
and  monitors  States' 
implementation  of  Action  Plans 
at  appropriate  intervals.  In 
addition,  FHWA  personnel 
attend  as  observers  and 
sometimes  participate  in  the 
meetings  or  public  hearings.. 


Several  types  of  courses  and 
workshops  which  have  been 
coTKfuct^  by  FHWA 
throughout  the  country  In  order 
to  improve  highway  agencies' 
public  involvement  activities. 


Funds  are 
authorized  by 
23  U.S.C.  104 
and  303(c)  as' 
amended. 
Administrative 
limitation  on 
project-related 
public 

participation 
expenses 
prohibits 
reimburse¬ 
ment  with 
Federal-aid 
funds  lor 
personal 
expenses  of 
Individuals  and 
groups.  49 
CFR  790. 


Evaluation  of  citizen  participation 
in  the  transportation  process  is 
made  throu^  the  annual 
planning  process  certification 
reviews.  Citizen  participation  is 
currently  receiving  major 
emphasis  in  these  reviews.. 


Appendix  ^.—Federal-Aid  Requirements  (or  Gtizen  Participation  (CP)  in  Local  Transportation  Planning 

Part  t— Federal  Railroad  Administration  <  FRA ) 


1  Local  Rail  Service  Assistartce 
(National  Rail  Service 
Continuation  Grants).  No. 
20.308  Pjb  L.  89-760.  as 
amerxled.  49  U.S.C.  1654. 


a.  State  is  eligible  to  receive  rail 
service  assistance  if  it  has 
established  an  adequate  plan 
lor  rail  services  as  part  of  an 
overall  planning  process  for  all 
transportation  services.  49 
use.  1654(j)(1). 


b.  To  be  efigible  to  receive 
assistarree.  State  must  maintain 
adequate  programs  of 
investigation,  research, 
promotion  and  development 
with  provisions  lor  public 
participation.  49  U.S.C. 
1654G)(3)(c). 


No  direct  monitoring/evaluation; 
each  recipient  to  keep  records 
which  disclose  amounts  spent. 
49  u  s  e.  1654(m)(1). 


a.  State  planning  process  shall 
provide  for  an  opportunity  for 
participation  by  persons 
interested  in  rail  activity  in  the 
State  and  adjacent  States, 
where  appropriate.  At  a 
minimum,  public  hearings  with 
adequate  notice  are  required. 
49  CFR  266.15(a). 

b.  Each  State  rail  plan  shall 
'describe  its  planning  process 
which  includes  participation  of 
the  general  public.  49  CFR 
266.15(c)(10). 


c.  States  eligible  for  rail  service 
contirruation  assistance  under 
the  Regional  Rail 
Reorganization  Act  of  1973,* 
Pub.  L.  93-236,  45  U.S.C.  701 
et  seq.,  are  required  to  afford 
interested  persons,  such  as 
users  of  rail  transportation, 
labor  organizations, 
environmental  groups,  and  the 
public  generally  timely 
opportunity  to  express  their 
views  in  the  development  of 
the  State  Rail  Plan.  49  CFR 
255  9(a). 


State  Rail  Plans  submitted  to 
FRA  (or  review  and  approval. 
49  CFR  266(e). 


Rail  planning 
funds  may  be 
used  for 
citizen 
paticipation. 
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Appendix  k.— Federal-Aid  Requirements  for  Citizen  Participation  I  CP)  in  Local  Transportation  Planning 

Part  \.— Federal  Railroad  Admmistration  (FRA) 


Program,  CFDA  number, 
authorization 

Statutory  CP  requirements 

Monitoring/evaluation  of 
statutory  requirements 

Regulatory  CP  requirements 

Monitoring/evaluation  of 
regulatory  requirements 

Funding 

2.  Railroad  Rehabilitation  and 
Improvement: 

No  specific 
provisiofi. 

No  specific 
provisioa 

No.  20.309,  Pub.  L  94-210, 
5511,  45  u  s  e.  821  etseq. 

5  51 1  must  provide  FRA  with  a 
discussion  of  problems  and 
objections  raised  by  other 
Federal,  State,  or  local 
agencies,  and  citizens  with 
respect  to  the  impact  of  a 
proposed  project  on  the 
environment.  49  CFR  258. 
Appendix,  Part  II.  F. 

Shares.  No.  20.310,  Pub.  L.  94- 
210,5505,  45U.S.C.  821  el 
seq. 

5  505  must  provide  FRA  with  a 
discussion  of  problems  and 
objections  raised  by  other 
Federal,  State,  or  local 
agencies,  and  citizens  with 
respect  to  the  impact  of  a 
proposed  project  on  the 
environment.  49  CFR  260, 
Subpart  A,  Appendix,  Part  It,  F. 

'Continued  under  the  4R  Act  of  1976,  Pub.  L.  94-210,  Title  VIII. 

Part  1. 

—National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  tNHTSA) 

Program,  CFDA  number, 
authorization 

Statutory  CP  requirements 

Monitoring/evaluation  of 
statutory  requirements 

Regulatory  CP  requirements 

Monitoring/ evaluation  of 
regulatory  requirements 

Funding 

None . . . 

None . 

None . 

.  None . . . 

None . 

None. 

Part  1. 

.—Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration  tRSPA) 

Program.  CFDA  number, 
authorization 

Statutory  CP  requirements 

Monitoring/evaluation  of 
statutory  requirements 

Regulatory  CP  requirements 

Monitoring/evaluation  of 
regulatory  requirements 

Funding 

None. 

Part  I.- 

—St  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation  (SLSOC) 

Program,  (^DA  number, 
authorization 

Statutory  CP  requirements 

Monitoring/evaluation  of 
statutory  requirements 

Regulatory  CP  requirements 

Monitoring/evaluation  of 
regulatory  requirements 

Funding 

None .  None . . .  None .  None . . .  None  — . . .  None. 


Part  i.—U.S.  Coast  Guard  iUSCG)’ 


Program,  CFDA  number, 
authorization 


Statutory  CP  requirements 


Monitoring/evaluation  of 
statutory  requirements 


Regulatory  CP  requirements 


Monitoring/ evaluation  of 
reguiatory  requirements 


FuntSng 


Nono.._ . . .  None . 


None . . .  None.. 


_ _  None. 


'No  current  grant  or  loan  programs  involving  citizen  participation  elements  exist.  The  funding  authority  for  Boating  Safety  Finarrcial  Assistance  Programs  (CFDA  No.  20  001)  expired  at  the 
end  of  FY-80 
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Appendix  tk.— Federal-Aid  Requirements  lor  Citizen  Participation  (CP)  in  Local  Transportation  Planning 
Part  (.—Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration  (UMTA) 

Program.  CPDA  number,  Statutory  CP  requirerrtenta  Monitoring/evaluation  of  Regulatory  CP  requirements  Monitoring/evaluation  of  Funding 

authorization  statutory  requirements  regulatory  requirements 


1.  Capital  Improvement  Grants, 

No  20.500,  Pub.  L.  88-365,  S  3, 
as  amended.  49  U.S.C.  1602. 


Certification  by  applicant  of 
adequate  public  notice  and 
opportunity  for  public  hearings 
concerning  projects  which  will 
substantially  affect  a 
community  or  its  mass 
transportation  services.  49 
U.S.C.  §  1602(d). 


a.  Hearing  transcript  to  be 
submitted  with  application. 


To  receive  Federal  assistance, 
ubanized  areas  must  have  a . 
transportation  planning  process 
which  ensures  public 
involvement,  23  CFR 
4S0.120<a)(3).  also 
incorporated  in  49  CFR 
613.100. 


Annual  review  and  evaluation  of 
planning  process.  23  CFR 
450.122(a). 


2.  Capital  Improvement  Loans,  No. 
20.501.  Pub.  L.  88-365.  §  3,  as 
amended.  49  U  S  C  1602. 

3.  Formula  Grant  Program,  No. 
20.507.  Pub.  L.  88-365.  §  5,  as 
amended.  49  U  S.C.  1604. 


b.  Administration  shall  determine  . 

that  consideration  has  been 
given  at  public  hearing  to 
environmental  effects  of 
proposed  project.  49  U.S.C. 

1610  (b)  and  (c). 

See  t .  above .  See  1 ,  above .  See  1 ,  above 


a.  Certification  by  recipient  of 
adequate  public  notice  and 
opportunity  for  public  hearing 
and  submission  of  report. 

b.  Assurances  to  be  provided  to 
Secretary  that  any  public  mass 
transportation  system  will  not 
change  fares  or  substantiaify 
change  any  service  except 
after  holding  a  public  hearing  or 
providing  an  opportunity  for 
such  a  hearing  49  U.S.C. 

§  t604(i). 


a.  A  copy  of  transcnpt  of  hearings 
to  be  furnished  upon 
Administrator's  request. 

b.  UMTA  reviews  on  a  case-by¬ 
case  basis,  as  needed. 


a.  See  1.  above. 


b.  Implements  statutory 
requirement  that  public 
hearings  be  held  prior  to  fare 
change  or  substantial  service 
change.  49  CFR  635  (45  FR 
26301.4/17/80). 


See  1,  above 


a.  See  1 ,  above 


b.  UMTA  Administrator  may 
impose  sanctions  lor 
noncompliance.  49  CFR  635.  tt 
(45  FR  26301,  4/17/80). 


No  specific 
provisions: 
adminstrative 
UmKation 
requires  all 
funds  to  be 
dispensed 
through  duly 
elected  or 
appointed 
body 


See  1.  above. 


See  1.  above. 


Part  II. — How  Federal-Aid  Programs  Are 
Administered  in  Operating 
Administrations  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation 

Federal  A  viation  Administration 

The  objectives  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration's  (FAA)  Planning  Grant 
Program  (PGP)  are  to  improve  airport 
planning,  to  promote  the  effective 
location  and  development  of  airports, 
and  to  develop  an  adequate  National 
Airport  System  Plan  (NASP).  PGP  grants 
are  available  to  planning  agencies  and 
public  agencies  which  act  as  sponsors 
for  airport  system  planning  and  airport 
master  planning  studies,  respectively. 

PGP  funds  may  be  used  by  these 
sponsors  for  citizen  participation 
activities  in  support  of  their  airport 
planning.  These  citizen  participation 
activities  include  public  hearings,  public 
information  sessions,  coordination 
meetings,  and  other  communication 
conducted  for  the  purpose  of  ensuring 
that  the  affected  public  (planning 
agencies,  community  organizations, 
interested  individuals,  affected  local 
governments,  and  airport  users)  is 
informed  about  the  planning  study  and 
have  opportunities  to  be  involved  in  its 
development.  The  responsible  local  FAA 
Airports  field  office  or  regional  office 
will  assist  sponsors  in  incorporating 
appropriate  participation  activities,  such 
as  those  described  above,  into  the 


design  of  the  study.  In  the  event  that  an 
individual  or  community  organization 
should  feel  that  adequate  coordination 
with  the  public  has  not  been  provided 
and  that  direct  communications  with  the 
sponsor  have  not  satisfactorily 
corrected  the  situation,  the  local  FAA 
Airports  field  office  or  regional  office 
monitoring  the  study  should  be 
contacted. 

For  more  information,  contact  Robert 
B.  Hixson,  Community  Planner,  Division 
of  Community  and  Environmental 
Needs,  Office  of  Airport  Planning  and 
Programming,  APP-600,  Federal 
Aviation  Administration,  Washington, 
DC  20591;  (202)  426-8434. 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

Under  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program,  the  States  and  the  Federal 
Government  operate  in  a  partnership. 
State  highway  agencies  initiate,  plan, 
design,  build,  and  operate  highway 
projects.  The  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (FHWA)  in  turn 
provides  guidance  and  financial 
assistance,  and  is  responsible  for 
approvals  at  key  stages  of  highway 
development. 

Federal-aid  procedures  provide  for 
public  involvement  during  the  planning 
and  developmend  of  a  project.  Federal 
regulations  require  each  State  highway 
agency  to  spell  out  the  steps  it  will 
follow  to  involve  other  agencies  and  the 


public  in  the  planning,  location,  and 
design  of  a  highway.  These  procedures 
are  detailed  in  a  State's  Action  Plan.  A 
copy  of  a  State’s  Action  Plan  may  be 
viewed  at  the  State  highway  agency  in 
the  State  capitol,  or  at  the  FHWA 
Division  Office,  generally  located  in  the 
State  capitol  (exceptions:  Maryland’s 
FHWA  division  office  is  in  Baltimore;  , 
Iowa’s  FHWA  division  office  is  in 
Ames).  Concerns  about  an  alleged 
failure  to  provide  for  public  involvement 
should  be  directed  to  the  Division 
Administrator  in  the  appropriate  FHWA 
Division  Office. 

For  further  information,  contact 
Stephen  J.  Kimlicko,  Chief, 

Environmental  Process  Branch,  HEV-12, 
Room  3232,  Federal  Highway 
Administration,  400  Seventh  Street,  SW, 
Washington,  DC  20590;  (202)  426-0303. 

Federal  Railroad  Administration 

The  Local  Rail  Service  Assistance 
Program  has  as  its  primary  goal  the 
strengthening  of  branchline  rail  services 
of  importance  to  State  and  local 
economies.  As  administered  by  the 
Federal  Railroad  Administration’s  (FRA) 
Office  of  Federal  Assistance,  the 
program  provides  grants  to  State 
agencies  designated  by  the  governors  of 
each  State.  These  grants  may  be  used 
for  State  rail  planning  and  rail  projects, 
i.e.,  branchline  operating  assistance. 
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acquisition,  rehabilitation,  rail  facility 
construction,  or  substitute  service. 

As  a  prerequisite  for  project  funding, 
each  State  must  develop  a  State  Rail 
Plan,  to  be  updated  annually,  which 
includes  the  procedures  and  mechanism 
used  by  the  State  to  provide  for  public 
participation.  At  a  minimum,  this 
information  must  indicate:  (1)  the  groups 
involved  in  the  planning  process,  both  at 
the  level  of  broad  goal  setting  and  at 
community  level  where  the  impacts  of 
branchline  abandonment  are  most 
personally  felt;  (2)  the  involvement  of 
these  groups  in  the  setting  of  goals  and 
criteria  for  project  selection,  priority 
setting,  and  resource  allocation;  (3) 
those  points  in  the  planning  process 
where  the  different  groups  have  been 
involved;  and  (4)  the  mechanisms  the 
State  uses  to  involve  and  inform  the 
public  of  its  rail  planning  activities. 

The  public  participation  mechanism  is 
reviewed  annually  by  the  FRA’s  Office 
of  Federal  Assistance,  as  part  of  the 
annual  update  of  the  State  Rail  Plan. 
Any  questions  or  complaints  concerning 
the  public  participation  mechanism  or 


its  implementation  should  be  addressed 
to  the  State  agency  designated  by  the 
governor  of  the  State. 

To  identify  the  title  and  location  of  the 
State  agency,  contact  the  governor's 
office  or  write  or  call  Garold  Thomas, 
Acting  Director  of  State  Assistance, 
Federal  Railroad  Administration, 
Washington,  DC  20590;  (202)  426-1567. 
Mr.  Thomas  may  also  be  contacted  for 
other  information  about  the  program. 

Urban  Mass  Transportation 
Administration 

The  objective  of  the  Federal  transit 
program  is  to  improve  public 
transportation  by  providing  financial 
assistance  to  local  governments  for  the 
purchase  and  operation  of  transit 
equipment  and  facilities  and  to  assure 
that  projects  funded  with  Urban  Mass 
Transportation  Administration  (UMTA) 
grants  are  developed  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  national  energy, 
environmental,  social,  and  economic 
goals. 

UMTA  grants  are  available  to  public, 
non-proHt  agencies  which  meet 


eligibility  criteria  stated  in  the  Urban 
Mass  Transportation  Act.  Citizen 
participation  required  by  UMTA 
regulations  is  monitored  by  UMTA 
regional  offices  at  several  stages  of 
planning  or  project  development, 
utilizing  hearing  transcripts, 
environmental  impact  comments,  and 
public  complaints  and  grievances.  The 
enforcement  mechanismfor  non- 
compliance  with  UMTA  regulations  is 
the  withholding  of  financial  assistance. 

UMTA  grant  recipients  are 
encouraged  to  employ  whatever  citizen 
participation  activities  are  necessary 
and  appropriate.  Formal  complaints 
about  alleged  failures  to  comply  with 
UMTA  regulations  should  be  filed  with  ■ 
the  appropriate  UMTA  regional  office.  A 
complaint  charging  inadequate 
opportunity  for  citizen  participation 
should  be  addressed  to  the  civil  rights 
officer  in  the  appropriate  UMTA 
regional  office. 

For  further  information,  contact  Irv 
Chor,  Office  of  Public  Affairs,  Urban 
Mass  Transportation  Administration, 
Washington,  DC  20590;  (202)  426-4043. 


Appendix  B. — General  Requirements  for  Glizen  Participation  (CP)  in  Local  Transportation  Planning 


Tide 

CP  requirement.^ 

Monitoring/evaluation  of  CP  requirement 

Funding 

- 

Office  of  the  Secretary  (OST) 

1.  "Procedures  for  Considering 
Environmental  Impacts."  DOT 
Order  561 0.4  C,  44  FR  56420 
(10/1/79). 


2.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency— Department  of 
Transporatlon  Expanded 
Guidelines  on  Public 
Participation  in  the  State 
Implementation  Plan,  45  FR 
42023  (6/23/80). 

3.  “Implementation  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation 
Title  VI  Program,"  DOT  Order 
1000.12. 


Encourages  citizen  participation  at  the  earliest 
practical  time  and  at  each  appropriate  stage  of 
development  of  the  proposed  action.  Administra¬ 
tions  are  encouraged  to  develop  lists  of  interest¬ 
ed  parties  at  the  national.  State,  and  local  levels. 
DOT  Order  5610.1C,  Par.  14a.  c. 

Joint  Guidelines  cover  the  essential  elements  and 
procedures  of  an  effective  public  participation 
program  in  developing  the  transportation  compo¬ 
nent  of  State  Implementation  Plans  (SIP'S) 
funded  by  EPA  with  grants  authorized  by  Section 
175  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  in  urban  areas  requiring 
an  extension  beyond  1962  for  attainment  of  na¬ 
tional  ambient  air  quality  standards.. 

a.  Requires  action  to  ensure  that  non-elected 
boar^,  advisory  councils,  or  committees  which 
are  in  integral  part  of  planning  the  program  or  ac¬ 
tivity  reasonably  reflect  the  raciai/ethnic  compo¬ 
sition  of  the  affected  community.  DOT  Order 
1000.12,  Chi^  1-4(b)(2)(a). 

b.  Where  the  program  or  activity  requires  public 
heanngs,  appropriate  action  shixikf  be  taken  to 
ensure  that  notice  of  such  hearings  reaches  all 
segments  of  the  affected  community.  The  Title  VI 
program  shall  also  require  that  direct  contact  will 
be  made  with  racial/ethnic  community  orgarriza- 
tions  and/or  leaders  in  communities  affected  by 
the  program  or  activity.  DOT  Order  1000.12, 
Chapter  1-4(b)(2)(a}. 


A  summary  of  citizen  involvement  shall  be  docu¬ 
mented  in  the  EIS.  DOT  Order  5610.1C,  Par.  14. 


EPA  evaluates  performance  of  planning  agencies: 
Applicants  for  Section  175  funds  must  submit  a 
work  program  lor  public  information/involvement. 
Sections  F  and  H. 


Enforced  by  Civil  Rights  Offices  in  DOT  operating 
element:  monitored  by  Departmental  Ofice  of 
Civil  Rights. 


No  specific  provision. 


EPA  “encourages  the  passthrough  of  Section  175 
(EPA)  funds  to  a  broad  base  of  affected  constitu¬ 
encies  top  achieve  *  *  *  effective  participation  in 
the  planning  process.”  Section  E.7. 


No  specific  provision. 


Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA) 


'Policies  and  Procedures  for 
Considering  Environmental 
Impacts."  FAA  Order  1050.1C 
(45  FR  2244,^1/10/80). 


a.  Sets  forth  criteria  in  deciding  whether  a  public 
hearing  is  appropriate,  although  not  statutorily 
mandated,  for  a  broad  range  of  FAA  programs 
and  projects.  FAA  Order  1050.1C,  Chapter  2, 
Section  2.213b. 

b.  Encourages  citizen  participation  at  the  earliest 
practical  time  and  throughout  the  development  of 
the  proposed  project.  FAA  Order  1050.1C,  Chap¬ 
ter  2.  Section  2.214. 


a.  Records  of  public  hearing  maintained  in  the  No  specific  provision, 
docket  of  the  General  Counsel's  office.  FAA 
Order  1050.1C,  Chapter  2,  Section  2.213(g). 


b.  A  summery  of  citizen  involvement  shall  bo  docu¬ 
mented  where  practicable  in  the  EIS  or  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact  (FONSI).  FAA  Order 
1050.1C.  Chapter  2,  Section  2.214. 


Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA) 


None 


None. 


None. 


Norte. 
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Appendix  B.— Genera/  Requirements  for  Citizen  Participation  (CP)  in  Local  Transportation  /’/ann/n^— Continued 


TfBe  CP  requirement  Monitoring/evaluation  of  CP  requirement  Funding 


Federal  Railroad  Admlnlatiatlon  (FRA) 


FRA  Procedures  lor  Considering  Sets  forth  a  policy  which  encourages  citizen  in-  No  specific  provision . . .  No  specific  provision. 

Environmental  Impacts,  45  FR  volvement  at  every  stage  of  the  environmental 
40855  (6/6/80).  assessment  of  a  proposed  FRA  action  and  re¬ 

quires  appropriate  FRA  program  office  to  devel¬ 
op.  in  cooperation  with  the  FRA  Public  Affairs 
Office,  a  list  of  interested  parties  including  envi¬ 
ronmental  groups,  individuals  and  business, 
public  service,  ^ucalion,  labor,  and  community 
organizations.  The  FRA  program  office,  in  coordi¬ 
nation  with  the  FRA  Public  Affairs  Officer,  shall 
publicize  the  availability  of  draft  EIS's.  FRA  Pro¬ 
cedures,  Section  9  (a),  (b)(i),  (4),  45  FR  40855 
(6/6/80). 


National  ffighway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA) 


NHTSA  Procedures  for 
Considering  Envwonmentai 
Impacts,  49  CFR  520. 


a.  The  Office  of  Public  Affairs  and  Ckjnsumer  Par-  No  specific  provision 
ticipation  shall  maintain  a  list  of  interested  groups 

to  notify  direetty  of  the  availability  of  Draft  Envi¬ 
ronmental  Impact  Statements  (DEIS's).  49  CFR 
520.25(bKiv)(3)(i) 

b.  In  deciding  whether  a  public  hearing  on  a  pro-  . 

posed  or  ongoing  action  covered  by  a  DEIS  is  \ 

appropriate,  the  responsible  official  should  con¬ 
sider,  among  other  things,  the  extent  to  which 

public  involvement  has  already  been  achieved 
through  other  means,  such  as  earlier  public  hear¬ 
ings,  meetings  with  citizen  representatives,  and/ 
or  written  comments  on  the  proposed  action  49 
CFR  520.26(a)(4). 

c.  Final  environmental  statement  shall  include  a  . 

discussion  of  problems  and  objections  raised  by 

other  Federal  agencies,  State  and  local  entities, 
and  citizens  in  the  review  process,  and  the  dispo¬ 
sition  of  the  issues  involved  and  the  reasons 
therefore:  The  draft  and  final  environmental 
statements  should  document  issues  raised 
through  consultations  with  Federal.  State,  and 
local  agencies  and  with  citizens,  of  actions  taKen 
in  response  to  comments,  pubic  heatings,  and 
other  citizens  involvement  proceedings  49  CFR 
520,  Attachment  1,  §  3(i). 


No  specifC  provision. 


Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration  (RSPA) 


None 


None, 


None. 


None. 


SLSDC  Procedures  lor 
Considenng  Environmental 
Impacts  (Oaft).  45  FR  46601 
(7/10/80). 


St  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation  (SLSDC) 

Chief  Engineer  shall  solCit  citizen  comments  where  Citizen  involvement  and  environmental  issues  No  specifC  provision, 
an  Environmental  Statement  is  to  be  prepared  by  raised  in  the  pubic  commenting  process  will  be 

any  or  all  of  the  following  means:  conducting  documented  in  the  environmental  statement, 

hearings,  making  personal  contact  with  interest¬ 
ed  parties,  issuing  press  releases,  placing  no¬ 
tices  In  newspapers,  and  publishing  a  notice  of 
intent  in  the  Federal  Register,  Chief  Engineer 
shall  develop  lists  of  interested  parties  at  the  na¬ 
tional.  Stale,  and  local  levels.  Order  SLS  10- 
5610.1C  (Draft),  Par  10,  45  FR  46601  (7/10/80). 


U.S.  Coast  Guard  (USC6)* 


1 .  Ports  and  Waterways  Safety 
Act,  33  U  S.C.  1221,  as 
amended  by  Port  and  Tanker 
Safety  Act  of  1978.  Pub.  L.  95- 
474,  82.. 


2  Tank  Vessel  Act  46  U.S.C. 
391a.  as  amended  by  Port  and 
Tankers  Safety  Act  of  1978, 
Pub.  L.  95-474,  §  5. 


3.  Bridges 


a.  Statement  of  PolCy.  Congressional  finding  that  . 

advance  planning  is  critical  in  determining  proper 

and  adequate  protective  measures  for  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  ports  and  waterways  and  the  manne  envi¬ 
ronment,  with  continuing  consultation  with  other 
agencies,  affected  users,  and  the  general  public 
m  the  development  of  such  measures.  33  U.S.C. 

1221(d). 

b.  In  issuing  vessel  operating  requirements,  the  No  specific  provision .  No  specific  provision. 

Coast  Guard  must  consult  with  representatives  of 

the  maritime  community,  port  and  harbor  associ¬ 
ations.  environmental  groups  and  others  who 
may  be  affected  by  the  proposed  action.  33 
U.S.C.  1224(b). 

In  exercising  regulatory  authonty  under  the  Act,  the  No  specific  provision .  No  specific  provision. 

Coast  Guard  shall  establish  procedures  lor  con¬ 
sulting  with  agencies,  representatives  of  envirorv 
mental  groups  or  other  interested  parties  with  ex- 
perierKe  with  problems  involving  vessel  safety, 
port  and  waterways  safety,  and  protection  of  the 
marine  environment  46  U.S.C.  391a(6)(C)  (v),  (vi). 

a.  Upon  a  determination  that  a  bridge  obstructs  a.  District  Commander  who  holds  public  hearing  No  specific  provision, 

navigation,  a  public  hearing  must  be  held.  33  must  submit  transcript  and  report  to  the  Chief,  ' 

U.S.C.  513;  33  CFR  1 16.20.  Office  of  Navigation. 

b.  Public  hearing  to  be  held  where  there  are  sub-  b.  See  3a.  above .  No  specific  provision. 

stantial  issues  relevant  to  the  effect  that  a  pro¬ 
posed  bridge  will  have  on  the  reasonable  needs 

of  navigation.  33  CFR  115  60. 


1 .  Accessibility  of  mass  Agencies  shall  use  "adequate  citizen  participation  Recipients  required  to  file  report  on  compliance  No  specific  provision, 

transportation  to  handicapped  mechanisms  or  procedures."  Public  hearings  with  with  requirements  of  handicapped  access  regula- 

and  elderly  persons.  adequate  notice  to  be  held.  49  CFR  27.107.  tion;  Department  investigations  and  enforcement 

procedures  authorized.  49  CFR  27.121-27.129. 

2.  Statement  of  Policy— Major  1.  "Alterrtative  analyses"  studies  shall  include  de-  No  specific  provision .  No  specific  provision. 

Urban  Mass  Transportation  velopment  of  a  "citizen  involvement  mechanism". 

Investments.  41  FR  41513  (9/ 

22/76). 

2.  After  completion  of  a  draft  EIS,  a  formal  public  . . J . _... _ 

,  hearing  shall  be  held,  covering  both  the  analysis 

of  alternatives  and  the  draft  EIS.  (See  also  49 
U.S.C.  1602(d)). 


"WhHe  the  United  States  Coast  Guard  has  no  programs  that  can  be  described  specifically  as  local  transportation  efforts,  the  programs  listed  in  this  ApperKfix  concern^  marine  navigation 
and  safety,  and  marine  environmental  protection,  can  affect  local  communities  or  local  marine  transportation.  Techniques  and  procedures  to  improve  citizen  participation  in  these  programs  will  be 
provided  for  under  the  Coast  Guard  Final  Consumer  Affairs  Plan. 


For  information  about  each  DOT 
operating  administration’s  general 
requirements  for  citizen  participation  in 
local  transportation  planning,  contact: 
Federal  Aviation  Administration:  Robert 
B.  Hixson,  Community  Planner, 
Division  of  Community  and 
Environmental  Needs,  Office  of 
Airport  Planning  and  Programming, 
Federal  Aviation  Administration, 
Washington,  DC  20591;  (202)  426-0434. 
Federal  Highway  Administration: 
Stephen  ].  Kimlico,  Chief, 
Environmental  Process  Branch, 
Federal  Highway  Administration, 
Washington,  DC  20590:  (202)  426-0303. 
Federal  Railroad  Administration:  Eric 


Hanson,  Consumer  Affairs  Officer, 
Office  of  Public  Affairs,  Federal 
Railroad  Administration,  Washington, 
DC  20590:  (202)  426-0881. 

National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration:  Ann  Mitchell,  Office 
of  Consumer  Participation,  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration,  Washington,  DC 
20590:  (202)  426-0670. 

Research  and  Special  Programs 
Administration:  Jacqueline  S.  Gillan, 
Director,  Office  of  Consumer  and 
Public  Affairs,  Research  and  Special 
Programs  Administration, 

Washington,  DC  20590:  (202)  426-9676. 

St.  Lawrence  Seaway  Development 


Corporation:  Dennis  Deuschl, 

Director,  Office  of  Communications 
and  Consumer  Affairs,  St.  Lawrence 
Seaway  Development  Corporation, 
Washington,  DC  20591:  (202)  426-3574. 

United  States  Coast  Guard:  Cdr.  Neal 
Mahan,  Chief,  Consumer  Affairs  and 
Administrative  Staff,  U.S.  Coast 
Guard,  Washington,  DC  20593:  (202) 
426-1080. 

Urban  Mass  Transportation 
Administration:  Irv  Chor,  Office  of 
Public  Affairs,  Urban  Mass 
Transportation  Administration, 
Washington,  DC  20590;  (202)  426-4043, 
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